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ABSTRACT
The purpose o f this study was to investigate and compare the dining habits, 
preferences, and expectations o f 1,012 young patrons o f fast food restaurants in 
Singapore and Las Vegas. The Singapore respondents were students from a Pre­
university and SHATEC, a hospitality industry vocational institute. In Las Vegas, the 
respondents were from the William F. Harrah College o f Hotel Administration, 
University o f Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV).
Overall results indicated that there existed more similarities between Pre­
university and UNLV students than between Pre-university and SHATEC students. 
This conclusion was unexpected given differences between Pre-university and UNLV 
students in terms o f age, marital status, country o f residence, and type o f educational 
institution. Pre-university and SHATEC students were more similar in these 
demographic areas. Furthermore, findings show that although Pre-university and 
SHATEC students share a similar cultural background, their behavior pattern with 
regard to fast food consumption was significantly different.
Although similarities among the three sample groups occurred in frequency of 
patronage, their reasons for visiting fast food restaurants were not correlated. Pre­
university students cited socializing with friends as the main reason for visiting fast 
food restaurants.
Overall, means comparison revealed that although students o f both cities 
displayed fairly similar levels o f importance in the way they perceived the four 
attributes categories, Pre-university students felt that food and environment attributes 
were more important, while SHATEC students ranked service attributes as being 
more important. In contrast, UNLV students felt that marketing attributes were more 
important than food, environment, or service.
The findings o f this study would hopefully shed some light on the study o f fast 
food culture both in Singapore and the United States. Some results generated by this 
study would provide fast food restaurant operators with more information o f their 
customers to assist them to better market their product in a dynamic marketplace.
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
The foodservice industry in the United States has been adversely affected by 
recessionary times in recent years. In an industry forecast for 1995, Nation’s 
Restaurant News (NRN) projected that sales would be a modest 2.4 percent over 
1994 (Allen, 1994). Indications were that the industry was becoming increasingly 
saturated with little growth domestically (Chan & Justis, 1990) and restaurant 
companies began to turn to overseas markets to combat this slow domestic growth.
Among the successful companies that ventured overseas were several 
American fast food restaurant chains. One o f the reasons for their success was due, in 
part, to the nature o f the fast food restaurant concept being easily adapted across 
world markets. Ever since American fast food restaurant chains started the move into 
international markets in the 1970s, following their introduction within the United 
States in the late 1920s (Lundberg, 1971; Emerson, 1990; Whittemore, Sherman, & 
Hotch 1993), the consumption o f hamburgers and fried chicken has become a 
popular eating habit in many countries around the world (Schneider, 1990). This has 
resulted in restaurant companies like McDonald’s quietly becoming the number one 
food service chain in foreign countries (Love, 1986).
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Coupled with this growth in international franchising o f fast food was the 
recent growth o f Asian economies. One o f the side-effects o f this economic growth 
in the lesser-developed countries in Asia, especially the South East Asian nations, has 
been a trend o f  rural to urban migration, resulting in a swelling tide o f population 
movements to cities (Osteria, 1992). Similar to the United States, this swelling o f a 
large middle class has created the wide market base, a necessary component o f  the 
growing fast food game. Although earlier success o f fast food restaurants in the 
United States in the 1950s was due to the establishment o f suburbs and their attendant 
automobile population (Finch, 1992), the growth o f city populations in South East 
Asia is providing a critical mass market for consumption o f  fast food.
Within South East Asia, Singapore, with a large English-speaking population, 
has been a key player in the overseas manufacturing trend that saw Western 
multinational companies relocate their factories away from Europe and the United 
States in post-World War Two years. The influx o f Western manufacturing 
companies was accompanied by their Western counterparts in other supporting 
industries like Westem-style hotels and restaurants.
Combined with this exposure to Western culture in the form o f pop music, 
television shows, movies and popularity o f Westem-style clothes like blue jeans and 
sneakers, the temptation to also consume hamburgers became inevitable. It was not 
surprising to note that Singaporeans have been enjoying American fast food since the 
1960s. Compared to the older generation, younger Singaporeans today have grown 
up in an environment where Westem-style restaurants, and indeed many other 
trappings o f Western culture, are commonly found.
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Against this backdrop o f cross cultural exchanges in Asia, and Singapore in 
particular, the role o f American fast food, as a form o f Western cultural influence, 
deserves closer scrutiny. Politicians and intellectuals in foreign countries, in their 
struggle to define their own cultural identity, have been concerned about the influence 
and penetration o f foreign cultural domination (Barnet and Cavanagh, 1994). 
Singapore is no different, especially in light o f the popularity o f hamburger 
consumption in recent years.
The fact that Singapore is composed mainly o f Chinese, who by tradition and 
religious belief, are either Buddhist or Taoist, and, as such, shun beef as a meat and 
consume rice as a daily staple, the popularity o f a beef patty wedged between two 
slices o f a wheat product has surprised many indeed. In the current climate of 
societies questioning changing socio-cultural values, especially among the younger 
generation, both in the United States and Asia, this study was an attempt to shed 
some light on the matter, albeit, confined to the phenomenon o f fast food culture.
PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY
The purpose o f this study was to investigate and compare the dining habits, 
preferences, and expectations o f young patrons o f fast food restaurants in Singapore 
and Las Vegas. In particular, this study focused on the reasons why young 
Singaporeans patronize Westem-style fast food restaurants. Although such a survey 
had not been conducted before in Singapore, some parts o f the findings were 
compared to a study by the National University o f Singapore on the “Values and 
Lifestyles o f New Singaporean Consumers: Implications for Marketers,” which
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revealed a higher preference for native “hawker” food over Westem-style fast food, 
among Singaporeans aged between fifteen to twenty years old (Wee, 1989).
The findings o f this study were also compared to similar studies conducted in 
1983, 1987 and 1991 by the National Restaurant Association (NRA) o f the United 
States, which focused directly on patronage o f fast food restaurants. The findings o f 
the three NRA studies were analyzed to determine if any significant changes had 
occurred during the nine year period.
A third source that was used to compare the findings o f this study was a 
survey o f Consumer Attitudes o f Fast Food Restaurants in Hotels, conducted in Las 
Vegas in 1993 (Jeong, 1993). Although this title suggests a specific location o f the 
fast food restaurants, nevertheless, the findings pertaining to customer behavior in fast 
food restaurants provide a similar setting.
Although fast food restaurants are similar in product and service offerings 
around the world, the way they are being perceived by customers may be different for 
certain countries and markets. The findings from this study may therefore be useful 
to existing and potential fast food restaurant companies in Singapore to assist them to 
better understand preferences and behaviors o f their customers.
OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY
The first objective was to analyze the frequency o f patronage o f fast food 
restaurants by young patrons in Singapore and Las Vegas.
The second objective was to analyze the main and secondary reasons why 
young patrons eat at fast food restaurants in Singapore and Las Vegas.
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The third objective was to analyze the most preferred among six fast food 
restaurant chains by young patrons o f fast food restaurants in Singapore and Las 
Vegas.
The fourth objective was to analyze the expectations pertaining to the 
importance o f 26 food, service, environmental, and marketing attributes o f young 
patrons o f fast food restaurants in Singapore and Las Vegas.
HYPOTHESIS
The hypothesis o f this study was that there is no difference in the dining 
habits, preferences and customer expectations between young patrons o f fast food 
restaurants in Singapore and Las Vegas.
LIMITATION
The lack o f published articles and insufficient data on fast food restaurant 
patrons in Singapore was not considered to pose a hindrance to this study. One 
limitation relates to the statistical program used for analysis o f the data. The 
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) Student Version for Windows, Release 
6.0, was the program used for the statistical analysis. The SPSS Student Version is a 
limited version o f the full program, and, as such, has restricted data management 
capabilities and cannot be used with standard SPSS command syntax files or 
advanced SPSS options.
DELIMITATIONS
This study was confined to young patrons o f fast food restaurants between the 
ages o f 16 and 24 years old. This age group was regarded as the main target market 
for fast food restaurants in Singapore. This was intended because the younger 
Singaporean was confined largely to dining at fast food restaurants or hawker centers, 
unlike the older generation who has a wider choice and a larger budget. Although 
similar studies in the United States cover a much larger age group, the corresponding 
sample in Las Vegas was drawn from the same age group as the Singaporeans for 
similarity in comparison.
The respondents in the first group o f  the survey were also limited to students 
o f a particular school, instead o f students representing a cross-section o f young 
Singaporeans. Similarly, the students surveyed in the second group, from Las Vegas, 
were also students from the University o f Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV). It was 
considered that these limitations would however, not impact the study to a great 
extent. This is due to the popular nature o f the subject matter.
JUSTIFICATION
Although the history o f fast food restaurants in Singapore extends almost 30 
years, Singapore lacks the type and amount o f literature in this field, as compared to 
the United States where the presence o f numerous colleges and university programs 
in foodservice management allows for the proliferation o f much writing and discourse 
in this field.
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Singapore, in contrast, has only two junior college institutions and one 
restaurant association school devoted to this field o f study. A third program, the 
Masters o f Business Administration in Hospitality Management at the Nanyang 
Technological University treats this field only as a subset o f its two o f three 
concentrations in international hotel management or resort/club management 
(CHRIE, 1993).
The Singapore Hotel Association, which operates the leading hospitality 
management diploma program, publishes numerous articles on the hotel and tourism 
industry, but lacks similar effort in the restaurant field. Furthermore, the articles 
appear in trade and media publications and lack the empirical approach taken by 
academic journals in the United States.
Although some attempts have been made by business faculty members o f the 
National University o f Singapore to publish journal articles in the hospitality field, 
these have been confined to studies on the hotel and tourism industries. The presence 
o f these four institutions, serving a population size o f over three million, does not 
attest to the potential o f study in this field, as the nature o f such academic 
investigation into restaurant operations is still very foreign to Singapore, or for that 
matter, the Asian context.
The reason for this study was to bring the study o f foodservice in Singapore 
to comparable levels in the West. Like all corporations, fast food restaurant chains in 
Singapore are having to adapt to an increasingly sophisticated customer base, and 
need to have critical psychographic data about their customers. Such a study would 
lend itself to much needed information being generated.
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DEFINITIONS
Hawker Food: Traditional fare consisting o f single servings o f rice, noodles, 
sweets, fruits, and other ethnic delicacies o f the South East Asian region. The origins 
o f these foods are either Chinese, Malay, Indonesian, Thai, or Indian. Most dishes are 
prepared to order from fresh ingredients and cost between US$1 to US$3. Most 
hawker foods are sold in designated hawker centers, which are purpose-built food 
centers dedicated strictly to the serving o f hawker food.
Regulated and licensed by the Singapore Ministry o f Environment, these 
centers consists o f stalls which are 50 square-foot cubicles located at major shopping, 
residential and business districts in Singapore. Hawkers are also licensed and 
regulated by the same ministry. Hawker centers attract all segments o f the market, 
from school-going children, teenagers, working adults, families to tourists.
Food Courts: Air-conditioned food centers, usually located at shopping malls 
or near office buildings. Operated privately by building owners or tenants, these 
centers offer the same type o f food as hawker centers albeit at a higher price. They 
are generally patronized by office workers at lunch time.
In terms o f  marketing, food courts are positioned between lower-priced 
hawker centers and more expensive coffee houses (some located in international 
hotels) and restaurants. A multi-course meal at a food court stall may cost more than 
twice to three times the amount spent at hawker centers, but about half the price paid 
in coffee houses or restaurants (Lum, 1994). Food courts tend to attract more 
working adults and families than teenagers.
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Restaurant Users: In terms o f frequency o f patronage, the following terms 
used by the NRA study (NRA, 1991) will be similarly used to describe different 
categories o f restaurant patrons. L ight Users are those who visit fast food 
restaurants once a month or less. M edium  Users are those who visit fast food 
restaurants two to four times a month. Heavy Users are those who visit fast food 
restaurants five to ten times a month, while those with eleven or more visits are 
referred to  as Very Heavy Users.
SHATEC: Singapore Hotel Association Training and Educational Centre. 
Established by the Singapore Hotel Association as a manpower training center for the 
hotel industry in Singapore in July, 1983. Designed originally to train lower echelon 
uniformed-staff o f the hotel industry, SHATEC presently conducts courses for both 
lower echelon and management staff o f the various hospitality industries in Singapore. 
SHATEC currently enrolls students/trainees from Singapore and many other 
countries, such as China, France, Germany, Hong Kong, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, 
New Zealand, Philippines, Seychelles, and Sweden (SHATEC: 10 Years of 
Excellence, 1983-1993, A SHATEC Annual Report, November, 1993).
SUMMARY OF INTRODUCTION
Chapter One introduced the subject matter o f the study. It examined the 
reasons for the move of Westem-style fast food restaurants into the international 
markets, and its subsequent popularity. Concerns by developing countries like 
Singapore about cultural impacts that arose out o f  this interaction prompted this study 
to be carried out. The chapter stated the objectives, hypothesis, limitations and
delimitations o f the study, and concluded with a glossary o f definition o f terms 
peculiar to this survey.
CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW
INTRODUCTION 
In an attempt to provide background information and understanding o f the 
young Singaporean restaurant consumer, this chapter includes the following subjects, 
growth, cultural implications, and popularity o f Westem-style restaurants, growth o f 
the fast food industry in Singapore, and surveys relating to fast foods.
GROWTH OF WESTERN-STYLE RESTAURANTS OVERSEAS 
In 1988, the International Franchise Association suggested that the best 
opportunities for foodservice expension were in international franchising since the 
United States markets were staurated (Bernstein, 1988). Between 1969 to 1972, 
service retailers, such as hotel companies Holiday and Ramada Inns, moved abroad 
(Boas & Chain 1976). A Who's Who o f foodservice chains in Japan recently included 
companies such as Baskin-Robbins, Carl's Jr., Domino's, Sizzler International, and 
Subway, while the Philippines have Arby's (Schneider, 1990). Today, even westem- 
style hallmark concepts like the Hard Rock Cafe and Planet Hollywood restaurants 
can be found in cities from Seoul, Korea, to Singapore. Many o f these foodservice
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outlets feature the same menu, decor, and uniforms that characterize their presence in 
the United States.
The similarity o f these restaurant outlets throughout the world was not 
accidental. In fact, they are the very ingredients o f the total American concept that 
was so readily exportable around the globe. Much o f this has been borne out o f the 
pioneering philosophies o f restaurateurs such as Ray Kroc, who was credited with 
founding McDonald’s hamburger restaurant chain. Termed as a systematic approach 
to operating the restaurant business, these concepts espoused consistency amidst 
different surroundings.
Levitt (1972) espoused virtues o f thinking o f service in technocratic terms. 
According to him, a “production line approach to service” has many merits. Levitt 
cited McDonald's hamburger restaurants as an example o f a carefully controlled 
execution o f each outlet’s central function - the rapid delivery o f a uniform, high- 
quality mix o f prepared foods in an environment o f obvious cleanliness, order, and 
cheerful courtesy. Easy replication, which was the very reason for McDonald’s 
success within the United States was also the reason behind its international success.
Other companies also practiced this approach. Some employers believing that 
quality o f  service interaction is important to the success o f a company, have made 
routine service delivery through rigid scripting, if the nature o f  service dictates that a 
routine can ensure quality control (Leidner, 1993). Moynahan (1985), in his critical 
attack o f the hospitality industry, nevertheless credited fast food restaurants as having 
a good product through organization. The product is well planned and almost
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identical worldwide. The signs, seats, tables, counters, take-away boxes, staff 
uniforms, colors, and background music will be identical in Boston, Birmingham, and 
Barcelona, and now Beijing (Moynahan, 1985). The same precision was used to feed 
the tourist, unlike other restaurants where locals are fed better than tourist 
(Moynahan, 1985). Although the original intention was more systematized 
expediency rather than a fairness doctrine, the outcome was worthy indeed 
(Moynahan, 1985).
However, others have been known to criticize this standardization. Pop 
sociologist Vance Packard laments: “This is what our country was all about - 
blandness and standardization,” (Time, 1973). Novelist Vance Bouijaily views 
McDonald's as a failing culture - this country is full o f  people who have forgotten 
what good food is - to them, eating is something done in response to advertising 
(Time, 1973).
CULTURAL IMPLICATIONS OF WESTERN-STYLE FOOD
Consumers o f hamburgers, however, are oblivious to this conscious effort at 
standardization. To them, the product represents a symbol o f American culture rather 
than a result o f a system o f food consumption. But, was eating hamburgers, westem- 
style fried chicken, or pizza, merely an act o f nourishment or perhaps a way of 
expressing one’s freedom in partaking o f a different culture?
The “McDonaldization o f Society” (Ritzer, 1993), whereby the dehumanizing 
effect o f fast food restaurants has contributed to the homogenization around the
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country, may no longer become an American, but instead, a worldwide phenomenon. 
Was this an imperialistic attempt, albeit unintended, by the western countries to 
convert culturally the rest o f the world?
This same criticism has been leveled at tourism development in lesser- 
developed countries citing it as a form o f economic imperialism (Lea 1988; Mill 
1990). In discussion about negative socio-cultural impacts o f tourism, the concept o f 
demonstration effects, whereby natives o f the host country often emulate the behavior 
o f  the visiting tourist, especially in food and dress, has been documented by several 
authors (Lea 1988: Mill 1990: Morrison 1989; Powers 1992; Chon and Sparrowe 
1994).
Blunt (1988), in his discussion o f cultural clusters o f  organizationally pertinent 
values, indicates that certain cultures in South East Asia may be intrinsically more 
resistant to change than others. He asserts however, that certain resistant cultural 
characteristics are more descriptive o f Islamic nations such as Brunei, Malaysia, and 
Indonesia, and less accurate when applied to Singapore.
Indeed, cosmopolitan Singapore may be more culturally akin to the United 
States than to some parts o f neighboring rural Malaysia. The success o f Tokyo 
Disney and the limited success o f  Euro Disney in France is a case in point. The fact 
that an Asian culture, so steeped in tradition, would take so readily to an alien 
westem-style popular culture, while Caucasian Europeans would shun a product from 
the same basic cultural origin bears testimony to this otherwise unusual phenomenon. 
Barnet and Cavanagh (1994), in their discussion on Euro Disney referred to Parisian 
intellectuals who regarded Disney as a “cultural Chernobyl.” Indeed, Ronald
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McDonald has conquered France in an unGallic way, whereas Mickey Mouse has not 
(Moynahan, 1985). Since opening its first outlet in 1955, McDonald's had nearly 
10,000 outlets in 40 countries, serving over 55 billion hamburgers in 1985 (Love, 
1986). McDonald's today is growing at a faster rate overseas than domestically.
There is evidence that culture has a significant effect on consumer behavior 
(Cox & Blake, 1991). For example, in Chinese culture, values such as a tradition of 
thrift, and teenagers’ deference to their parent’s wishes in making purchases, have 
been identified as affecting consumer behavior (Redding, 1989). In the multi-racial 
and multi-cultural Singaporean example, there may be more differences among 
Singaporeans o f different races than between Singaporeans and Americans.
GROWTH OF THE FAST FOOD INDUSTRY IN SINGAPORE
American fast food in the form o f A&W Restaurants started in the mid-1960s 
in Singapore. Although only a few restaurant outlets were opened, they operated 
successfully. However, the fast food industry in Singapore was not considered to 
have started until the entry o f McDonald’s in 1979 (Love, 1986). McDonald’s first 
opened in a major tourist and shopping district and by 1985, one o f its restaurants set 
a McDonald's world record for annual sales o f US$5 million (Love, 1986).
The success o f McDonald’s was joined by others such as Burger King 
Hamburger Restaurants, Church’s Texas Fried Chicken, Hardee’s Hamburger 
Restaurants, Orange Julius, Sam Hoagies, Wendy’s Hamburgers, Wimpy’s 
Hamburgers (England), and DeliFrance (France). Besides hamburgers, Singaporean
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fast food also featured Dunkin Donuts, Baskin Robbins Ice Cream, Haagen Dazs Ice 
Cream, and Famous Amos Chocolate Chip Cookies, together with several Japanese- 
style coffee cafes.
By 1983, Singapore had a total o f 54 fast food restaurant outlets (not 
including those selling cookies and ice cream) with sales totaling $105 million (The 
Executive, 1984). Following a shakeup when a major economic recession hit 
Singapore in 1986, several fast food restaurant chains closed operations. Of the 
original number o f chains, only six today can be considered as contenders for the fast 
food market. The three leaders, in terms o f number o f restaurant units are; 
McDonald’s, Kentucky Fried Chicken, and Burger King.
McDonald's, presently with 55 restaurants in Singapore, serves 31 million 
customers annually (Business Times, 7 May 1994). Kentucky Fried Chicken, with 50 
restaurants in Singapore has a 30 percent market share and sales have increased 
substantially in the past five years with the company’s growth outpacing the 8-10 
percent growth rate o f the restaurant industry as a whole (Business Times, 16 Sep 
1994). Overall, the continuing success o f fast food restaurants in Singapore is 
considered good. Compared to restaurant sales o f six percent, fast food restaurants 
generated 13 percent in sales in 1993 (Business Times 25 Feb 1994). Their sales 
were 6.6 percent higher than in June 1993 in spite of decreases due to the 
introduction o f the 3% Goods and Services Tax on April, 1, 1994 (Straits Times 20 
Aug 1994).
In recent times, the fast food restaurants have been trying to adapt their 
traditional menu with local food flavor items. McDonald's Singapore experimented
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with a "Rendang Burger" several years ago with great success. Rendang is a 
curry-based mixture that imparts a piquant taste to hamburger meat. Rendang dishes 
are a mainstay in both Malay and Indian diets in Malaysia, Indonesia, and Singapore. 
McDonald’s Singapore sold 1.2 million portions o f Kampung (Village-style) Burger 
in a two-month promotion recently (Straits Times, 13 Jul 1994). Singaporeans seem 
to like new local promotions prompting McDonald’s to consider putting them 
permanently on the menu (Straits Times, 13 Jul 1994).
Besides menu changes, fast food restaurants in Singapore are now moving 
into suburbs, having saturated major shopping malls and other heavy traffic areas. 
Although some outlets are located in non-traditional places like amusements parks, 
the concept o f fast food restaurants in schools, hospitals, and military camps was not 
expected to take place for some time. Part o f  this problem was the presence o f a third 
major player, the low-cost hawker food.
Commonly referred to as hawker food, this form o f quick, light, nutritious, 
and cheap food ranging from noodles to shish kabobs has a history as old as 
Singapore itself. The selection o f foods range from basic noodles and rice dishes for 
locals to exotic seafood dishes for tourists. Prices start from a low o f US$1 for a 
bowl o f noodles to over US$100 for a multi-course Chinese-style seafood dinner.
The role that this type o f food plays in the foodservice scene o f Singapore is 
noteworthy. According to a National University o f Singapore study on Lifestyles and 
Shopping Behaviour in 1989, 59.55 percent o f people preferred hawker food over 
fast food, which registered only 25.64 percent (Wee, 1989). This preference was the
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same for three cohorts in the sample o f 2,128 respondents grouped into three 
categories; 15-20 years old, 21-30 years old, and 31-40 years old.
Being weaned on a traditional diet o f rice and noodles, it is evident that 
among the young, preference for hawker food far outweighs the demand for westem- 
style fast food notwithstanding the success o f foreign fast food restaurants. However, 
partaking o f fast food may be more than a dining phenomenon. Like a popular 
American soft drink advertisement touting a Cola as “the drink o f a new generation,” 
American fast food has come to represent an appealing American way o f life to young 
Singaporeans.
For these youngsters, their traditional diet o f rice and noodles are being served 
today with a daily dosage o f popular American television shows. Many young 
Singaporeans consider slowly eating at fast food restaurants as a leisurely way o f 
socializing with friends. This contradiction o f fast food philosophy results in 
restaurants being built to accommodate more people with a slower restaurant-seat 
turnover. The fact that these restaurants are air-conditioned, long regarded as a 
necessity in the tropical heat o f Singapore, also contributes to their popularity.
FAST FOOD SURVEYS
As mentioned earlier, few studies have been conducted on the fast food 
restaurant industry in Singapore. In a symposium on Values and Lifestyles o f New 
Singaporean Consumers conducted by faculty from the National University of 
Singapore (NUS) in 1989, twelve American restaurants were analyzed for their 
popularity. Of the twelve, seven were fast food restaurant chains. It was evident
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from findings o f this study that McDonald’s was the market leader in the All Age 
Groups, with a wide margin o f 45.34%, followed by Kentucky Fried Chicken (KFC) 
with 28.24% (Wee, 1989). In the 15-20 year-old category, the lead by McDonald’s 
over KFC was even greater at 58.59% versus 34.91%. The NUS study did not delve 
into specific factors pertaining to choice o f fast food restaurant chains.
In contrast to the NUS study, the question o f chain loyalty was considered a 
myth (Carlino, 1990). According to a poll o f  1,600 fast food restaurant patrons in 
Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Phoenix, none o f the 17 chains surveyed captured 
more than a 30-percent share o f its users. Another finding o f this same study showed 
Burger King performing better than KFC, as opposed to the NUS study. The findings 
for fast food breakfasts were significantly higher although they have stalled at five 
percent for the past three years (Nichols, 1993).
In the United States, the National Restaurant Association (NRA) conducted 
three surveys relating to fast food restaurants in 1983, 1987 and 1991. Due to 
similarities between the 1987 and 1991 fast food restaurants studies, their results are 
discussed with regard to similar research questions posed in this study. Where 
similarities between these two studies and the 1983 study are found, their results are 
included for further analysis.
During the three periods, the overall trend indicates a steady increase in all 
categories o f frequency o f patronage between 1987 and 1991, but some decreases as 
well as increases had occurred between 1983 and 1987 Table 2.1 shows the 
breakdown for the three periods.
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Table 2.1
Frequency o f patronizing fast food restaurants
1983 1987 1991
n=1.011 n=1.008 n=1.000
Less than once a month 6.2% 13.1% 12.0%
Once a month 11.9 10.1 13.0
Once every 2 to 3 weeks 20.7 17.5 20.0
Once every week 14.8 24.5 25.0
More than once a week 38.6 25.6 26.0
Source: NRA surveys, 1983, 1987 and 1991
The overall results show a tendency for Americans to eat at fast food 
restaurants more than once a week, having stabilized in the recent five-year period 
between 1987 and 1991. During the same period, the number o f respondents who ate 
less than once a month decreased, while those who ate once a month increased. This 
would indicate an increase in patronage among those patrons who are being 
converted from occasional users to light users. In the medium users category, the 
trend for 1991 over 1987 shows an increase with more patrons being converted to 
higher usage. The increasing trend for heavy users seem to be more gradual.
According to the NRA study on Consumer Behavior and Attitudes Towards 
Fast Food and Moderately Priced Restaurants, 1987, about 44 percent o f those 
respondents between 18 to 24 years of age indicated that they dined in fast food 
restaurants more than once a week (NRA, 1987). In the same study, other 
demographic groups that had substantial proportions o f consumers reporting that they 
eat at fast food restaurants more than once a week included: individuals from
households o f 3 or 4 people (32%), singles (32%), males (31%), and high school 
graduates (30%).
Table 2.2 shows the breakdown o f respondents aged between 18 to 24 years 
o f age and those respondents aged between 25-34 years old, in terms o f frequency of 
patronage by those classified as heavy users. The results for heavy users indicate an 
overall decrease in the percentage o f respondents in terms o f  frequency o f patronage 
across most demographic factors except for an increase in female respondents and 
number o f college graduates.
Table 2.2
Comparison o f  NRA 1987 and 1991 surveys on frequency o f  patronizing fast food 
restaurants by Heavy and Medium Users
H eaw  Users Medium Users
1987 1991 Var 1987 1991 Var
Categories % % +/- % % +/-
Gender: Male 31 30 - 14 18 +
Female 21 22 + 21 21 0
Age: 18-24 years 44 40 - 18 22 +
25-34 years 36 33 - 20 17 -
Marital Status: Married 23 22 - 18 21 +
Single 32 30 - 16 17 +
Education: College graduate 25 29 + 15 16 +
High school graduate 30 24 - 19 23 +
Var = Variance in increases or decreases over the previous period.
Source: NRA surveys of 1987 and 1991
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In contrast, results for medium users shows an overall increase in percentage 
o f respondents except for no change in number o f female and decrease in number o f 
25 to 34 year olds. This would seem to indicate that heavy users are reducing in 
numbers whereas medium users are increasing.
In terms o f reasons for patronizing fast food restaurants, the respondents o f 
1983, 1987, and 1991 studies listed several almost similar reasons for frequenting fast 
food restaurants. In 1983, respondents listed lack o f  time (39.7%), followed by 
convenience (40.8%), and enjoyment (5.9%) as their three main reasons for eating at 
fast food restaurants. In the 1987 study, the three main reasons cited were in a hurry 
(51.5%), followed by, while shopping or traveling (11.6%), and convenience 
(10.7%). Similarly, in 1991, respondents listed convenience (65%), followed by, in a 
hurry (17%), and while shopping or traveling (14%) as their three main reasons for 
frequenting fast food restaurants.
According to Jeong (1993), cleanliness, neatness o f establishment, 
convenience o f location, comfortable room temperature, and availability o f food on 
menu were ranked more important than quick food delivery and employee attitude. 
Jeong added that quickness was also perceived to be another important attribute for 
customers.
Demographically, in the NRA 1987 study, single, male respondents aged 
between 18 to 24 years old from households with five or more people, listed their 
main reason as being in a hurry when frequenting fast food restaurants. This detailed 
information was not provided in the 1983 or 1991 NRA studies.
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In terms o f customer expectations with regard to certain attributes o f  fast food 
restaurants, the 1983 study listed cleanliness, cleanliness o f bathroom, and quickness 
o f food delivery as the three highest expectations, in terms o f mean scores. These 
atmosphere expectations were rated higher than food expectations. In terms o f food 
expectations, tastiness o f food ranked highest, in terms o f mean scores, followed by 
appropriate temperature o f  food, pleasing appearance o f food, and freshness of 
ingredients.
Cleanliness o f  fast food restaurants were mentioned as satisfiers for over half 
(53%) o f the adult respondents in the NRA 1987 study. In terms o f food 
expectations, less than one half o f the respondents said they were satisfied with the 
price/value that they received at fast food restaurants, while 37.5 percent o f those 
surveyed were less satisfied with food quality and 37.3 percent felt the same about 
menu variety.
Cleanliness was ranked highest (59%) again in the 1991, in terms of 
importance for consumers. This was an increase o f six percent over the 1987 period. 
There was also an increase in the proportion o f respondents reporting that they were 
satisfied with the atmosphere at fast food restaurants, 43 percent in 1991 versus 32 
percent in 1987. The satisfaction levels for food quality expectations also increased in 
1991 (50%) over 1987 (37%).
The price/value ratio for the two periods however, remains unchanged. In the 
area o f  price/value relationship, recent findings in the United States indicate 
approximately 76 percent o f respondents reported that their value expectations were
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met or exceeded at fast food restaurants (Iwamuro, 1992). However, the concept o f 
price value encompasses many dimensions o f the entire dining experience, such as 
service, conducive premises and other like factors. In terms o f meals eaten at fast 
food restaurants, only the 1983 study indicated a higher proportion o f lunch (57.6%), 
followed by dinner (36.4%), other (2.4%), and breakfast (3.3%) as the meals most 
likely to be taken.
SUMMARY OF LITERATURE REVIEW 
The popularity o f fast food restaurants worldwide has been shown to be aided 
by several factors. Efficient operating systems and receptive foreign markets have 
made the overseas expansion o f fast food restaurant chains a sure sign o f success.
The popularity o f  American fast food culture in countries like Singapore seems 
unabated. Potential competition from hawker food seems to have little effect on 
popularity o f fast food.
The popularity o f  fast food at home in the United States seems to be also 
increasing. As recent studies by the NRA prove, frequency o f patronizing fast food 
restaurants has increased across the board, as more o f those surveyed cite a lack o f 
time and convenience as their reasons for eating fast food. Although these reasons 
may be somewhat predominant in the United States, they may not appear to be the 
same in foreign countries, where cross-cultural factors come into play. Findings from 
this study will provide additional and updated information on this trend o f fast food 
consumption both in Singapore and Las Vegas. Furthermore, the additional
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information pertaining to marketing promotion expectations o f this study will shed 
more light on characteristics o f fast food restaurant customers.
CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH M ETHODOLOGY
INTRODUCTION
This chapter introduces and explains the research methodology used in this 
study. The first section decribes the method o f determining sample size and obtaining 
the sample. The second section describes questionnaire design and administration o f 
the questionnaire. The third section describes data collection procedures, and the 
fourth section discusses data analysis and presentation method.
SAMPLE SIZE AND SAMPLE
In 1990, there were 124,320 students (see Table 3.1) aged 15 years and above 
attending secondary and upper secondary schools in Singapore (Singapore Census o f 
Population, 1992). Since no number o f young Singaporeans students aged between 
16 to 24 years were provided, census figures for those aged 15 years and above were 
used instead.
Accordingly, the sample size was based on population sizes o f 15 to 19 years 
and 20 years and over. The second group of those aged 20 years and over were
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included to complete requirements o f sampling those from the age group between 16 
to 24 years.
Table 3.1
Distribution o f young Singaporeans students enrolled in secondary and upper 
secondary schools by age group
Aee Group Total
15-19 years old 118,953
20 vears and over 5.367
Total 124.320
Source: Singapore Census of Population, 1992
A survey o f young Singaporeans was used to obtain necessary data for 
analysis. Only those aged between 16 to 24 years were selected for the survey. The 
first sample group consisted o f subjects from a pre-university junior college. Students 
in these institutions are usually between 16 to 24 years old. This particular pre­
university was chosen because o f the willingness and consent o f the school principal 
to participate in this survey. The subjects were chosen by the school principal 
according to guidelines defined by the researcher.
The second sample group was drawn from a vocational training institution, 
The Singapore Hotel Association Training and Educational Center (SHATEC). The 
reason for this choice was that SHATEC represents the typical vocational institution 
that young Singaporeans aged 16 years to 24 years would otherwise attend if they 
were not attending the normal pre-university or secondary school. The subjects in
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this sample were chosen randomly from the list o f classes being conducted during the 
period o f the survey by senior executives o f SHATEC.
The third sample group consisted o f approximately 250 students from the 
United States. This sample consisted o f students attending undergraduate classes at 
the William F. Harrah College o f Hotel Administration o f the University o f Nevada, 
Las Vegas. As only those individuals between the ages o f 16 to 24 years were 
selected, the sample was drawn randomly from students taking one o f the freshman 
classes, Introduction to the Hospitality Industry (HOA 101). Due to time and 
financial constraints, a convenient sample was used rather than a probability sample 
obtained through a random sampling process.
According to Krejcie and Morgan (1970), the correct sample size for a 
population o f 100,000 would be 384. For the Pre-university group, this would have 
meant obtaining a sample o f 472, based on a total Singaporean student population o f 
124,320 (see Table 3.1). Accordingly, the sample size was fixed at 472. The sample 
size for SHATEC was also based on the same formula (Krejcie and Morgan, 1970), 
and was fixed at 322, representing a population o f 1,900. This figure was 
approximately the total student body at SHATEC in 1993 based on full time and part 
time enrollment (SHATEC Annual Report, 1993).
In the case o f the Las Vegas sample, the sample size was fixed at 320, based 
on a student population o f 1,650 hotel college undergraduates. Although the 
undergraduate student population o f UNLV as a whole was greater than the 1,650 o f
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the hotel college, this sample size was considered to be representative for the 
purposes o f this study.
QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN
Two versions o f the questionnaire, Questionnaire A for two Singapore groups 
(see Appendix 69), and Questionnaire B for Las Vegas students (see Appendix 70), 
were used in this survey. The questionnaires, were similar in many ways except for 
some changes which were incorporated to reflect differences in the two separate 
population samples. The majority o f the 50 questions in total were based on the NRA 
1983 study (see Appendix 68) with some modifications. The choice for using the 
NRA study as a model was because o f similarity in the type o f information being 
sought, which consisted o f dining behavior, preferences, and expectations o f fast 
food restaurants patrons. Since the NRA was regarded as one o f the leading food 
service institutions within the United States, its model was therefore considered to be 
suitable for this study.
Both versions o f the questionnaires consisted o f two parts: Section One, and 
Section Two. Section One provided the main thrust o f the study as it dealt with 
respondents’ behavior, preferences, and expectations relating to dining at fast food 
restaurants. The dependent variables were questions relating to frequency of 
patronage, reasons for eating, and type o f meal consumed at fast food restaurants. In 
addition, one question related to the patrons’ choice o f most favorite among six fast 
food restaurant chains was added.
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Questions 1 through 5 were based on the NRA 1983 study, with minor 
changes in the wording o f the questions. Question No. 1 asked the respondents 
whether they had eaten at a fast food restaurant in the past two weeks while 
Questions No. 2 and No. 3 related to frequency o f  eating and ordering take-out food 
from fast food restaurants. Questions No. 1 through No. 3 were modified from the 
NRA model with inclusion o f the scaling method for Questions No. 2 and No. 3.
The scaling method for Questions No. 2 and No. 3 was divided into five 
categories; less than once a month, once every three weeks, once every two weeks, 
once every week, and more than once a week. This scaling method was adapted from 
NRA studies o f  Frequency o f Patronizing Fast Food Restaurants in 1987 and 1991. 
Information generated from this question allowed the researcher to categorize the 
frequency o f usage according to the terms used by the NRA 1993 study (see 
definitions o f  Restaurant Users in Chapter I)
Question 4, probing the main reason for respondent’s visiting fast food 
restaurants, was designed with a choice o f seven responses; lack o f time, convenient 
location, like to eat out, near to shopping activity, near to place o f work, celebrate a 
special event, and socialize with friends. The choice o f the first four options was 
adapted from NRA studies o f 1987 and 1991. The three additional options were 
determined by the researcher during a content validity discussion between the 
researcher and five potential respondents representing the age group being surveyed. 
Feedback provided by them enabled the researcher to include the three additional 
options as being perceived reasons for Singaporeans to visit fast food restaurants.
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Question No. 6 was designed to ask respondents about their preference o f six 
different fast food restaurant companies in Singapore and Las Vegas. The Rank- 
Order Response method was used with a scale ranking from 1 to 6, with 1 being the 
Most Favorite to 6 which represented the Least Favorite. According to Seaman and 
Verhonick (1986), this method o f Rank-Order is considered suitable for a list of 
options.
Although this question was not based on the NRA studies, it was included by 
the researcher because o f  the possibility o f  obtaining additional information on 
preferences o f respondents. Only six fast food restaurant companies were chosen 
because these were the only surviving fast food companies operating in Singapore 
during the course o f the survey. The Las Vegas version (Questionnaire B), also 
contained the same six fast food restaurants for purposes o f consistency throughout 
the two surveys, although the number o f fast food restaurants in Las Vegas was more 
numerous than in Singapore.
Questions No. 7A to 7Z contained a list o f 26 factors pertaining to 
expectations o f eating at fast food restaurants. The questions dealt with food, 
service, and environmental factors o f dining in fast food restaurants. A five-point 
Likert Scale was used to measure respondents’ preference. The Likert Scale method 
is considered suitable for ordinal data that measures attitudes (McDaniel, & Gates, 
1991; Seaman & Verhonick, 1986).
The 26 questions were based on the 1983 NRA study with some deletions due 
to non-applicability. Questions Nos. 7A through 7G, 7J through 7L, 7W, 7X, and 7Z
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were based on the NRA study, with minor changes in the wording o f the questions 
(see Appendix 68). The additional questions pertaining to marketing factors were 
incorporated by the researcher as they were considered crucial, given the level o f 
marketing promotions undertaken by fast food restaurants in Singapore and Las 
Vegas.
Section Two o f the questionnaire, containing both independent and dependent 
variables, addressed biographical data o f the respondents. In addition to demographic 
data, some questions related to behavior were included to additionally profile the 
respondents. The independent demographic variables were questions pertaining to 
age (Question No. 9), marital status (Question No. 11), race (Question No. 13), and 
number o f family size (Question No. 15). These questions were based on the 1983 
NRA study. An additional question on the independent variable o f  gender was added 
by the researcher.
The dependent demographic variables were questions related to language 
background (Question No. 12), educational level (Question No. 14), and size o f 
family (Question No. 15). Only Question No. 15 was based on the 1983 NRA study. 
Question No. 13, relating to race and Question No. 12 on language background were 
eliminated in the Las Vegas version as these were not considered to be as significant 
as the two Singaporean sample groups, where the multi-racial population was more 
diverse than the student population o f the William F. Harrah College o f Hotel 
Administration at UNLV.
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Additional dependent variables questions were demographic and behavioral in 
nature. The demographic questions were Question No. 16 which probed the amount 
o f  allowance per month, and Question No. 19 which asked respondents about the 
total family income per month. These two questions supplemented the demographic 
data in Section One o f the questionnaire.
Two questions on behavioral aspects were Question No. 17, which asked 
respondents about the amount o f  money they spent on food per day, and Question 
No. 18, which probed the amount o f  money spent on fast food per day. These two 
questions supplemented the behavioral data in Section One o f the questionnaire.
Dollar amounts for all four questions, Questions No. 16 through 19, were 
converted into the respective currencies for Singapore or Las Vegas. Question No.
19, pertaining to family income was posed in a manner suitable for each city. In 
Singapore, it is common to refer to family income in monthly terms as opposed to the 
United States where it is based on an annual amount.
To prevent order bias, questions in both sections were arranged in a random 
manner. The placement o f biographical questions in Section Two after the attitudinal 
questions in Section One was to overcome the problem of some respondents not 
wishing to answer questions pertaining to their personal self, and therefore cause the 
survey to lose a valuable respondent.
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QUESTIONNAIRE ADMINISTRATION
Respondents were asked to indicate their responses by checking off against 
the questions, designed on a multiple choice basis. The first and second sample 
groups, consisting o f respondents from Singapore were administered Questionnaire A 
(Appendix A). The third sample group o f students from Las Vegas, were 
administered Questionnaire B (Appendix B). Based on Questionnaire A, this version 
was revised to reflect particular differences between the population o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES
Data collection procedures for the Pre-university group were handled by two 
individuals acting on behalf o f the researcher. They were briefed on collection 
procedures and questionnaires were duly distributed to students within the age groups 
designated by the researcher. The questionnaires were completed by students during 
midweekly morning assembly at the school hall between March 12 to April 7, 1994. 
Completed questionnaires were collected by the principal who forwarded them to the 
researcher’s assistants.
The same questionnaire (Questionnaire A) was administered to SHATEC 
trainees during their regular lesson periods between March 15 to 25, 1994. In this 
case, the researcher himself instructed training officers o f SHATEC classes on the 
collection procedure. Completed questionnaires were returned to the researcher.
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DATA ANALYSIS
Data from completed questionnaires were analyzed by the researcher using the 
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) Student Version for Windows, Release 
6.0. Raw data from questionnaires were coded as values into the SPSS program. 
Frequencies were obtained in order to examine distribution o f  responses o f the 50 
questions o f  both Section One and Section Two o f the questionnaire.
The means for each question in Section One o f  the questionnaire were 
computed to aid in interpretation o f  frequency distribution o f  responses. Analysis by 
crosstabulation was also conducted between all questions o f  Section One against the 
three different groups to determine the profile, and pattern o f behavior, o f the 
different respondents. Finally, one-way analysis o f variance (ANOVA), was 
performed on the data to determine the significant means o f  the three sample groups. 
ANOVA is considered appropriate (Graziano & Raulin, 1989; McDaniel & Gates, 
1991) when there is a need to test the differences between two or more independent 
samples. Though it can be used to test differences between two means, ANOVA is 
more commonly used for hypothesis tests regarding the differences among the means 
o f  several independent groups.
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SUMMARY OF RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The method o f obtaining the sample size in this study was restricted by certain 
constraints. Although the design o f the survey instrument was based on the 1983 
NRA study, the researcher felt compelled to include or exclude certain questions 
based on feedback obtained during a content validity discussion between the 
researcher and potential respondents. In addition, the rationale for including 
questions additional to the NRA study were explained. The chapter concluded with a 
brief notation o f the data collection procedure and analysis.
CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS AND FINDINGS 
INTRODUCTION
This chapter presents the results and findings o f surveys conducted in this 
study. The chapter first describes characteristics o f the three groups sampled.
Results are presented for the three sample groups individually, and as a total sample. 
Both independent and dependent variables, based on the fifty questions, have been 
analyzed. Frequency distributions were used to profile respondents while 
crosstabulations on frequencies between the groups were used for comparison 
purposes. The first crosstabulation was based on Pre-University and SHATEC 
groups, followed by SHATEC and UNLV groups, and finally between the combined 
Pre-university and SHATEC group against UNLV.
Next, means distribution o f attributes pertaining to expectations o f dining in a 
fast food restaurant (Questions 7A to 7Z) are presented for the three sample groups, 
individually, and as a total sample. Finally, one-way analysis o f variance (ANOVA) 
on means between the two Singapore groups (Pre-University and SHATEC) and 
between the Singapore and UNLV sample groups were performed to determine if 
there were any significant variances within and between the three sample groups.
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Since the surveys were conducted amongst students during school hours, the 
response rate was very high. The response rate o f the surveys were 95.3 percent (450 
o f472 respondents) for the Pre-university group, 96.3 percent (310 o f 322) for 
SHATEC, and 78.8 percent (252 o f 320) for UNLV. This represented a total 
response rate o f 90.8 percent (1,012 o f 1114 respondents).
CHARACTERISTICS OF SURVEY POPULATION
Table 4.1 shows the distribution o f age groups o f the three sample groups.
The Pre-university and SHATEC groups differ in distribution although they are both 
from the same country. Pre-university respondents tended to be younger overall with 
a higher concentration (68.7% and 28.0%) in the first two age-group categories, from
16 and below to 19 years. The ages o f SHATEC respondents were mainly distributed 
in the younger three age-group categories from 17 to 25 years. The ages o f the 
UNLV respondents were mainly distributed over the four age-group categories, from
17 to over 25 years.
Overall, the largest number o f respondents (332 or 32.8%) for the total three 
sample groups (N=1012) were in the 17 to 19 years category, followed by the 16 and 
below age-group category with 314 (31.0%). The third largest number of 
respondents were in 20 to 22 years age-group category with 229 (22.7%). Results 
show that 646 or 63.8 percent o f respondents were below 20 years old while 86.0 
percent o f respondents were below 23 years old. This indicates that overall sample 
respondents were made up o f teenagers and young adults.
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Table 4.1
Age o f Survey Respondents
Pre-Univ SHATEC UNLV TOTAL
Categories N % N % N % N %
16 and below 309 68.7 4 1.3 1 0.4 314 31.0
17 to 19 years 126 28.0 138 44.5 68 27.0 332 32.8
20 to 22 years 14 3.1 122 39.4 93 36.9 229 22.6
23 to 25 years 0 0.0 34 11.0 57 22.6 91 9.0
Over 25 years 1 0.2 8 2.6 32 12.7 41 4.1
Not indicated 0 0.0 4 1.3 1 0.4 5 0.5
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0 1012 100.0
Table 4.2 presents gender distribution o f the three sample groups.
Distribution o f the Pre-university and SHATEC sample groups are almost identical 
with a higher female to male ratio, while the UNLV sample shows a higher proportion 
of males to females (51.6% over 48.1%).
Table 4.2
Gender o f Survey Respondents
Pre-Univ SHATEC UNLV
Categories N % N % N %
Male 191 42.4 133 42.9 130 51.6
Female 258 57.3 176 56.8 121 48.0
Not indicated 1 0.2 1 0.3 1 0.4
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
Table 4.3 shows marital status o f the sample groups. Again, distribution o f 
Pre-university and SHATEC sample groups are almost identical and in line with the
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overall younger profile o f respondents. The UNLV sample tended to have more 
married respondents due to their higher age group.
Table 4.3
Marital Status o f Survey Respondents
Pre-Univ SHATEC UNLV
Categories N % N % N %
Single 447 99.4 304 98.1 229 90.9
Married 3 0.7 4 1.3 15 6.0
Other 0 0.0 1 0.4 4 1.6
Not indicated 0 0.0 1 0.4 4 1.6
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
Table 4.4 presents language distribution o f respondents from Pre-university 
and SHATEC sample groups only. This question was omitted from the Las Vegas 
version because it was felt that the predominantly English-speaking environment 
would not have the same type and number o f languages as the multi-lingual Singapore 
sample. In addition to English, Malay, Mandarin, and Tamil (spoken by Indians) are 
official languages in Singapore.
Although the Singapore Census o f Population 1990 Report lists over nine 
dialects for the Singaporean Chinese population, only official Mandarin language was 
used for the survey questionnaire. Similarly, the over five Malay and over eleven 
Indian dialect groups respectively have been omitted in favor o f official Malay and 
Tamil languages only.
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Table 4.4
Language o f Survey Respondents (Singapore)
Pre-■Univ SHATEC
Categories N % N %
English 54 12.0 141 45.5
Mandarin 285 63.3 50 16.1
Malay 29 6.4 2 0.6
Tamil 7 1.6 2 0.6
Other 6 1.3 8 2.6
English and Mandarin 61 13.6 87 28.1
English and Malay 3 0.7 7 2.3
English and Tamil 4 0.9 2 0.6
English and 1 Other 0 0.0 9 2.9
Not indicated 1 0.2 2 0.6
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0
The Pre-university sample shows a greater proportion (63.3% over 12.0%) of 
Mandarin speaking students than the SHATEC sample (16.2% over 45 .5%).
Although language o f instruction in both institutions was English, the higher 
proportion o f Mandarin-speaking students was common in pre-university settings in 
Singapore due to the fact that the majority o f the Singapore population was Chinese 
(Singapore Census o f Population, 1991). Furthermore, because o f the emphasis on 
bilingualism by the Singapore government, a significant proportion (13 .6% and 
28.1%) o f  respondents o f both Pre-university and SHATEC sample groups indicated 
an English and Mandarin language background. It was common for younger 
Singaporeans to speak Mandarin at home with their parents and English in school or 
at work (Singapore Census o f Population, 1991).
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Overall, the higher concentration of English- speaking students in SHATEC 
was due to the necessity o f students to communicate in English as potential 
employees in the hospitality industry that was predominantly English-language based. 
Pre-university students at the time o f the survey had yet to determine their choice o f 
employment and reflect the demographic composition o f students in typical secondary 
school settings in Singapore.
Table 4.5 indicates racial composition o f Pre-university and SHATEC sample 
groups only. As mentioned earlier, proportion o f Chinese, Malay, and Indian groups 
are in line with the demographic profile o f Singaporeans (Singapore Census o f 
Population, 1991). The 5.8 percent of Other category in the SHATEC sample was 
due to presence of foreign students who are enrolled at SHATEC. Being a private 
vocational institute, SHATEC enrolls both Singaporeans and non-Singaporeans.
Table 4.5
Race o f Survey Respondents ('Singapore)
Categories
Pre-Univ 
N %
SHATEC
N %
Chinese
Malay
Indian
Other
403 89.6
33 7.3
13 2.9
1 0.2 
0 0.0
273 88.1
10 3.2
8 2.6 
18 5.8
1 0.3Not indicated
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0
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Foreign students are uncommon in pre-university schools in Singapore, as 
most foreign students are enrolled in private schools like the Singapore American 
School or the United World College, both o f which cater to general elementary and 
secondary school needs o f children o f foreign nationals residing in Singapore.
Table 4.6 shows educational level o f respondents for all three sample groups. 
Although the two survey questionnaire versions offered different levels o f education 
for respondents, nevertheless, their results have been combined into a summary. The 
Pre-university sample shows a high proportion o f Ordinary-level (O-level) 
respondents, as this was the predominant type o f student enrolled in a pre-university 
institution. The O-level is equivalent to American tenth grade. The other dominant 
group in a pre-university institution was usually Normal-level (N-level) students, who 
have completed the American equivalent o f ninth-grade.
Table 4.6
Educational Level o f Survey Respondents
Pre-Univ SHATEC UNLV
Categories N % N % N %
Primary 26 5.8 2 0.6 0 0.0
Normal level 114 25.3 23 7.4 0 0.0
Ordinary-level 265 58.9 198 63.9 0 0.0
Advanced-level 44 9.8 49 15.8 136 54.0
Polytechnic 0 0.0 6 1.9 0 0.0
Associate degree 0 0.0 0 0.0 57 22.6
Bachelor’s degree 0 0.0 0 0.0 49 19.4
Graduate degree 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 1.6
Others 1 0.2 31 10.0 2 0.8
Not indicated 0 0.0 1 0.3 4 1.6
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
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These two grades, N- and O-levels, form the majority o f most pre-university 
schools that are preparing students for Advanced-level (A-level) examinations. The 
presence o f 9.8 percent o f A-level respondents was due to incorrect interpretation of 
the question. Some respondents may indicate this level as the level that they are 
studying at, rather than highest educational level achieved so far. The A-level option 
was provided in the questionnaire for benefit o f SHATEC respondents. There were 
also no respondents in the Pre-university sample with a level higher than A-level.
The predominance o f O-level respondents (63.9%) in the SHATEC sample 
was typical o f the profile o f SHATEC as training center for the hospitality industry in 
Singapore. The majority o f SHATEC students are O-level holders because 
traditionally, A-level students choose to go to universities or polytechnics in 
Singapore first before considering SHATEC (Hamdi and Ng, 1994). A-level 
respondents (15.8%) constitute the highest entry level for Diploma courses similar to 
the others category (10.0%), which consists o f those educational equivalents o f the 
A-level o f foreign students.
The UNLV sample shows the highest proportion (54.0%) o f respondents in 
A-level, which was equivalent o f the American high school diploma. Being 
undergraduates, most respondents would fall into this category although there are 
some college degree holders amongst respondents. Overall, the progressively higher 
educational levels o f the SHATEC sample over the Pre-university sample, and the
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UNLV sample over SHATEC was in line with the progressively higher age groups o f 
the three sample groups.
Table 4.7 shows family size o f respondents. Distribution o f the 3 to 4 
members and 5 to 6 members categories o f Pre-university and SHATEC sample 
groups are quite similar. In contrast, the UNLV sample shows a higher percentage 
(29.4% versus 2.2% and 2.3% respectively) o f the 2 and below family-size category 
than Pre-university and SHATEC sample groups. This was partly due to the higher 
percentage (6.0% versus 0.7% and 1.3% respectively) o f married respondents o f the 
UNLV sample over the other two sample groups. UNLV students, once married, 
would consider their immediate family to be total family size. Also, being younger 
married students, it was unlikely that they would have a large family o f their own at 
this stage.
Table 4.7
Family Size o f Survey Respondents
Pre--Univ SHATEC UNLV
Cateeories N % N % N %
2 and below 10 2.2 7 2.3 74 29.4
3 to 4 members 165 36.7 136 43.9 109 43.3
5 to 6 members 222 49.3 134 43.2 47 18.7
Over 7 members 53 11.8 30 9.7 17 6.7
Not indicated 0 0.0 3 1.0 5 2.0
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
Table 4.8 presents monthly allowance o f survey respondents o f two Singapore 
sample groups only. This question was omitted for the Las Vegas version because 
UNLV students are considered to be away from home at university, and therefore 
their allowance would be greater than the two Singapore sample groups due to the 
need to provide for the additional expense o f maintaining a household. The two 
Singaporean sample groups are generally younger students who live at home with 
their parents and their allowance was confined to mostly personal expenses and would 
not include maintaining a household.
Table 4.8
Monthly Allowance o f Survey Respondents (Singapore)
Pre-Univ SHATEC
Categories N % N %
$125 and below 368 81.8 74 23.9
$126 to $187 46 10.2 57 18.4
$188 to $250 8 1.8 79 25.5
$251 to $312 3 0.7 57 18.4
Over $312 13 2.9 31 10.0
Not indicated 12 2.7 12 3.9
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0
Within the two Singaporean sample groups, the Pre-university group shows 
the greatest proportion (81.8%) o f allowance at $125 and below. The SHATEC 
group shows a more even spread o f allowance categories because o f the difference in 
daily activity and life-style between the two groups. Pre-university students in 
Singapore normally attend school for about half a day and eat most o f their meals at
47
school cafeterias, which are heavily subsidized by the Singapore Ministry of 
Education. In contrast, SHATEC students attend classes for almost a full day and 
take their meals both at the training center cafeteria and also at commercial eating 
establishments around the SHATEC campus. In addition, being older than Pre­
university students, SHATEC students are expected to have a higher allowance.
Table 4.9 shows daily food expenditure o f the three sample groups. The 
concentration o f Pre-university students in the lower dollar amounts was due to lower 
food cost o f school cafeteria food mentioned earlier. SHATEC students tend to 
spend more because o f higher food costs that are associated with eating away from 
subsidized school cafeterias.
Table 4.9
Daily Food Expenditure Distribution o f Survey Respondents
Pre-Univ SHATEC UNLV
Categories N % N % N %
$1.25 and below 161 35.8 10 3.2 19 7.5
$1.26 to $3.15 213 47.3 126 40.6 41 16.3
$3.16 to $5.00 52 11.6 103 33.2 72 28.6
$5.01 to $7.50 11 2.4 49 15.8 58 23.0
Over $7.50 11 2.4 19 6.1 57 22.6
Not indicated 2 0.4 3 1.0 5 2.0
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
In contrast, UNLV students spend progressively higher amounts because of 
their need to allocate funds for maintaining their households, mentioned earlier.
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Actual dollar value o f food commodity items between Singapore and Las Vegas 
cannot be ascertained and was beyond the scope o f this study, although it can be 
presumed that food costs in Singapore are relatively lower, given higher usage of 
fresh produce over packaged goods, which was more common in the United States.
Table 4.10 shows distribution o f daily fast food expenditure o f the three 
sample groups. Pre-university students show the highest proportion (30.0%) o f 
expenditure in the category o f $ 1.25 and below largely due to the type o f fast food 
items that they consume. Since the most common meal for them was lunch (see Table 
4.16), it was presumed that they would have already eaten a subsidized school 
cafeteria meal at the morning or afternoon school recess and would therefore have a 
lower appetite for a larger meal except perhaps a hamburger and an order o f french 
fries.
Table 4.10
Daily Fast Food Expenditure Distribution o f Survey Respondents
Pre-Univ SHATEC UNLV
Categories N % N % N %
$1.25 and below 135 30.0 51 16.5 83 32.9
$1.26 to $3.15 55 12.2 42 13.5 66 26.2
$3.16 to $5.00 109 24.2 106 34.2 69 27.4
$5.01 to $7.50 111 24.7 80 25.8 19 7.5
Over $7.50 39 8.7 28 9.0 9 3.6
Not indicated 1 0.2 3 1.0 6 2.4
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
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SHATEC students, having to spend a longer day at campus without benefit o f 
subsidized cafeteria food, would have to spend a higher amount for a larger meal than 
Pre-university students. Also, the lack o f a supplementary school recess meal would 
mean that SHATEC students would have to order a larger or two meals.
Results for UNLV students show a similarity to Pre-university students in that 
availability o f a campus cafeteria at UNLV would mean that a certain amount o f food 
was consumed on campus, and would, therefore, reduce the amount spent on fast 
food. Furthermore, the overall cost o f fast food in the United States was lower than 
Singapore because o f higher costs associated with importation o f food ingredients for 
fast food restaurants in Singapore. Singapore does not produce any agricultural 
product in substantial amount and most fresh produce from neighboring countries like 
Malaysia and Indonesia are unsuitable for the high standards set by the foreign fast 
food restaurants.
Table 4.11 shows family income distribution o f the three sample groups. The 
distribution pattern for the two Singaporean sample groups was almost identical to 
that of the age group distribution in Table 4.1. This indicates that parents o f Pre­
university respondents have not reached their higher earning potential as opposed to 
the older parents o f the older SHATEC students.
Accordingly, the highest proportion o f income levels o f UNLV respondents 
was partly due to higher earning potential o f their families which would have 
considerably older siblings and parents as compared to the two Singaporean sample 
groups. Furthermore, per capita income o f a developed country like the United
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States is considerably higher than Singapore, which was only a developing country at 
this stage.
Table 4.11
Total Family Income Distribution o f Survey Respondents
Pre-Univ SHATEC UNLV
Categories N % N % N %
$15,000 and below 218 48.4 54 17.4 39 15.5
$15,001 to $22,500 117 26.0 80 25.8 21 8.3
$22,501 to $37,500 65 14.4 71 22.9 42 16.7
$37,501 to $52,500 16 3.6 38 12.3 32 12.7
Over $52,500 21 4.7 47 15.2 103 40.9
Not indicated 13 2.9 20 6.5 15 6.0
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
Table 4.12 shows likelihood o f respondents patronizing a fast food restaurant 
in the two weeks preceding the survey in March, 1994. The pattern for all three 
groups was quite similar although the lower showing o f Pre-university students was 
due partly to lack o f fast food restaurants located near their school as compared to 
the SHATEC campus which was located downtown.
Similarly, UNLV students enjoy a greater number o f fast food restaurants 
located both near their campus and around Las Vegas. The lower proportion o f 
positive response by Pre-university respondents was also attributed to competition for 
meals by their subsidized school cafeterias.
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Table 4.12
In The Past Two Weeks. Have You Eaten At A Fast Food Restaurant
Pre-Univ SHATEC UNLV
Cateaories N % N % N %
Yes 332 73.8 267 86.1 223 88.5
No 118 26.2 43 13.9 29 11.5
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
Table 4.13 shows frequency o f patronage o f fast food restaurants by the three 
sample groups. Again, higher proportion o f the first category (less than once a 
month) by Pre-university students was for the same reason mentioned earlier. The 
SHATEC sample shows a more even distribution than the Pre-university group, 
although their patronage tends to be higher due to different lifestyle o f vocational 
institute students compared to pre-university students.
Table 4.13
How Many Times Do You Usually Eat At A Fast Food Restaurant
Pre-Univ SHATEC UNLV
Categories N % N % N %
Less than once a month 172 38.2 49 15.8 39 15.5
Once every 3 weeks 83 18.4 48 15.5 21 8.3
Once every 2 weeks 83 18.4 69 22.3 42 16.7
Once every week 74 16.4 68 21.9 67 26.6
More than once a week 37 8.2 75 24.2 82 32.5
Not indicated 1 0.2 1 0.3 1 0.4
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
52
In contrast, higher patronage by UNLV students, especially in categories o f 
those more than once a week (32.5%) and once every week (26.6%) indicate the 
pervasive nature o f fast food in the American diet. Overall, more than 59.1 percent of 
Americans ate at a fast food restaurant at least once a week as compared to 24.6 
percent and 46.1 percent for Pre-university and SHATEC students respectively. This 
may also be an indicator o f the influence o f fast food on different age groups, meaning 
that frequency o f patronage increases with age o f customer. One reason for this 
could be due to lifestyle and lack o f time o f university students compared to 
secondary school teenagers and vocational institute younger adults.
Table 4.14 shows frequency o f ordering take-out food from a fast food 
restaurant for the three sample groups. All three sample groups recorded highest 
percentage o f ordering take-out food from a fast food restaurant in the first category 
(less than once a month), although in different proportions. The reason for the lowest
Table 4.14
How Many Times Do You Order Take-Out Food From A Fast Food Restaurant
Pre-•Univ SHATEC UNLV
Categories N % N % N %
Less than once a month 332 73.8 176 56.8 74 29.4
Once every 3 weeks 51 11.3 33 10.6 33 13.1
Once every 2 weeks 30 6.7 38 12.3 43 17.1
Once every week 17 3.8 37 11.9 55 21.8
More than once a week 20 4.4 25 8.1 45 17.9
Not indicated 0 0.0 1 0.3 2 0.8
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
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incidence o f ordering take-out by Pre-university students was due to the fact that 
these younger students are in schools only for a half day and would return for their 
subsequent meals back home.
Table 4.15 shows the main reason why respondents ate at fast food 
restaurants. Results clearly show the difference between the three sample groups. 
Pre-university students indicated three main reasons for eating at fast food restaurants 
as being; socialize with friends (30.9%); near to shopping activity (24.9%); and 
convenient location (20.4%). SHATEC students’ three main reasons for eating at
Table 4.15
When You Visit Fast Food Restaurants. What Is The Main Reason That You Eat 
There Rather Than At Home Or Elsewhere
Pre-Univ SHATEC UNLV
Categories N % N % N %
Lack o f time 29 6.4 40 12.9 118 46.8
Convenient location 92 20.4 101 32.6 36 14.3
Like to eat out 43 9.6 9 2.9 30 11.9
Near to shopping activity 112 24.9 19 6.1 5 2.0
Near to place o f work 5 1.1 13 4.2 5 2.0
Socialize with friends 139 30.9 57 18.4 14 5.6
Celebrate a special event 13 2.9 2 0.6 0 0.0
Two activities 12 2.7 37 11.9 29 11.5
Three activities 4 0.9 20 6.5 11 4.4
Not indicated 1 0.2 12 3.9 4 1.6
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
fast food restaurants were; convenient location (32.6%); socialize with friends 
(18.4%); and lack o f time (12.9%). UNLV students’ three main reasons for eating at
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fast food restaurants were; lack o f time (46.8%); convenient location (14.3%); and 
like to eat out (11.9%). All three groups rank convenient location among their top 
three reasons, although in different proportions.
SHATEC respondents tend to share at least one reason similar to each o f  the 
other two groups, indicating a similarity with fellow Singaporeans and fellow students 
o f a higher educational level. The convenient location reason cited by Pre-university 
and SHATEC groups was a result o f the lesser number o f fast food restaurants in 
Singapore compared to Las Vegas, whereby the issue o f location becomes more 
critical. Socializing with friends, cited by Pre-university and SHATEC groups 
(30.9% and 18.4% respectively) seems to be a cultural phenomenon not shared by 
UNLV respondents. Being students in a tertiary institution, the SHATEC 
respondents regard lack o f time as being a more predominant reason like their 
American counterparts at UNLV.
Table 4.16 shows distribution o f meals usually eaten at a fast food restaurant 
for the three sample groups. Overall, the three groups ranked lunch as the most 
common meal eaten at a fast food restaurant, although in different proportions. The 
two Singaporean groups indicated a higher percentage (20.7 % and 12.3%) o f eating 
a snack meal than the UNLV group (3.2%). This trend was in line with the higher 
socializing reason o f the two Singaporean groups mentioned earlier (see Table 4.15).
In contrast, the UNLV group registered a higher percentage (34.1%) o f eating 
dinner at a fast food restaurant than the two Singaporean groups (7.3% and 8.7% 
respectively). This was in line with overall greater influence of fast food on the
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American diet than the Singaporean diet mentioned in Tables 4.12 through 4.14. 
Another reason may be due to the fact that Singaporeans still partake in other types of 
cuisine for dinner at home with their families. UNLV students, being at college and 
away from home, would be more likely to eat a fast food meal for dinner.
Table 4.16
Which Meal Do You Usually Eat At A Fast Food Restaurant
Pre-Univ SHATEC UNLV
Categories N % N % N %
Breakfast 6 1.3 16 5.2 2 0.8
Lunch 267 59.3 143 46.1 120 47.6
Dinner 33 7.3 27 8.7 86 34.1
Snack 93 20.7 38 12.3 8 3.2
Other 22 4.9 14 4.5 1 0.4
Two meals 16 3.6 54 17.4 28 11.1
Three meals 11 2.4 12 3.9 6 2.4
Four meals 0 0.0 5 1.6 0 0.0
Not indicated 2 0.4 1 0.3 1 0.4
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
Table 4.17 presents media observed by respondents o f the three sample 
groups. All three groups mentioned the same media for first and second choices, 
newspapers and shopping centers respectively, although in different proportions. In 
contrast to the two Singapore groups, UNLV respondents indicated their third media 
to be Others category. This could be due to presence o f direct mail flyers, and 
signboards advertising fast food restaurants in the United States, which are not as 
common in Singapore.
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Table 4.17
Which Media. Besides TV And Radio. Do You Notice Carries The Most 
Advertisements on Fast Food Restaurants
Pre -Univ SHATEC UNLV
Categories N % N % N %
Newspapers 209 46.4 103 33.2 102 40.5
Bus panels 8 1.8 8 2.6 13 5.2
Taxi roof panels 3 0.7 0 0.0 4 1.6
Bus/Subway stations 23 5.1 7 2.3 2 0.8
Shopping centers 116 25.8 82 26.5 53 21.0
Others 27 6.0 25 8.1 52 20.6
Two locations 37 8.2 54 17.4 8 3.2
Three locations 15 3.3 19 6.1 3 1.2
Four locations 8 1.8 9 2.9 4 1.6
Not indicated 4 0.9 3 1.0 11 4.4
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
Table 4.18 shows distribution o f popularity o f six fast food restaurant chains 
by the three sample groups. All three groups chose McDonald’s as their most 
favorite fast food restaurant (579 or 57.2% of the total sample o f 1,012). Their 
choice for second most favorite fast food restaurants was divided between the Pre­
university group choosing KFC, while SHATEC and UNLV students chose Burger 
King. Among the three groups however, more respondents (167 or 16.5%) chose 
KFC, than Burger King (160 or 15.8%).
Distribution o f first three choices were scattered widely in the two 
Singaporean groups, whereas, UNLV respondents tended to make their preferences 
more evenly spaced out. McDonald’s seems to be the preferred choice among the 
two Singaporean (63.1% and 62.9%) groups as compared to UNLV respondents.
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This was partly due to Las Vegas having a wider choice o f fast food restaurant 
outlets, as compared to Singapore. Part o f this phenomenon was due to the fact that 
presently, only six fast food restaurant chains are operating in Singapore, and form 
the basis for this question.
Table 4.18
Rank the Six Fast Food Restaurants Chains According To Your Preference 
(Ranked from Most Favorite to Least Favorite)
Pre-Univ SHATEC UNLV
Categories N % N % N %
McDonald’s 284 63.1 195 62.9 100 39.7
KFC 92 20.4 45 14.5 30 11.9
Burger King 29 6.4 49 15.8 82 32.5
A & W 22 4.9 4 1.3 17 6.7
Long John Silver’s 18 4.0 12 3.9 10 4.0
Orange Julius 5 1.1 5 1.6 13 5.2
Total 450 100.0 310 100.0 252 100.0
ANALYSIS OF CROSSTABULATIONS
In order to further study the relationship between variables, analysis o f results 
by crosstabulation was next performed on the data. The purpose o f crosstabulations 
was to study relationships among variables (McDaniel & Gates, 1992). 
Crosstabulation utilizes a chi-square (% ) test o f “goodness o f fit” to determine 
whether an observed pattern o f frequencies corresponds to or fits an “expected” 
(McDaniel & Gates, 1992). In this study, for example, would the UNLV group, as
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Americans, be expected to eat at fast food restaurants more frequently than the two 
Singapore groups?
Analysis by crosstabulations was confined to those results with a chi-square 
significance value o f 0.5 percent and below. This means that one can conclude with a 
95 percent confidence that the frequencies were statistically significant. It should be 
noted, however, that this test by crosstabulation only reveals that overall variation 
among cell frequencies was greater than would be expected by chance. It does not 
reveal whether any individual cell was significantly different from the others. 
Furthermore, to prevent distortion o f results, only those tables with no more than 20 
percent o f the categories having values o f less than five, were eliminated, in 
accordance with standard practice (McDaniel & Gates, 1992).
Comparisons between the different groups were next performed on the data. 
Responses were classified under demographic, behavior, preference, and expectations. 
The 26 importance attributes were further subdivided into four separate categories; 
food, service, environment, and marketing attributes.
COMPARISON BETWEEN PRE-UNIVERSITY AND SHATEC GROUPS
Demographically, differences between the two groups were not statistically 
different. In terms o f behavior, more SHATEC students (86.5 %) ate at fast food 
restaurants than did Pre-university students (73.8%). When asked about which media
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carried the most advertisements on fast food restaurants, more Pre-university students 
(46.4%) noticed newspapers as a medium compared to SHATEC students (33.2%).
In terms o f food, fewer Pre-university students (30.4%) rated temperature o f 
food as being very important compared to SHATEC students (53.9%). Considering 
the higher emphasis (30.9%) placed on socializing by Pre-university students 
compared to SHATEC students (18.4%), this was understandable (see Table 4.15). 
While more Pre-university students (35.1%) than SHATEC students (28.1%) rated 
temperature as being quite important, overall, the emphasis placed on temperature o f 
food was lower for Pre-university students than SHATEC students.
Fewer Pre-university students (29.8%) than SHATEC students (37.7%) rated 
pleasing appearance of food as being very important, while more Pre-university 
students (79.1%) than SHATEC students (69.4%) rated tastiness o f food as being 
very important. In contrast, more Pre-university students (78.0%) than SHATEC 
students (69.4%) rated freshness o f ingredients very important while fewer Pre­
university students (12.4%) than SHATEC students (20.3%) rated it quite important. 
Overall, the combined results were quite similar with Pre-university students rating 
freshness o f ingredients higher (90.4%) than SHATEC students (89.7%).
Comparison for importance o f variety o f menu items shows fewer Pre­
university students (28.9% and 40.7%) than SHATEC students (32.0% and 41.3%) 
rating it very important and quite important respectively. However, more Pre­
university students (26.2%) than SHATEC students (17.4%) felt neutral about it. In
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terms o f nutritional value o f food, more Pre-university students (41.3%) than 
SHATEC students (27.4%) rated it very important.
In terms o f service attributes, fewer Pre-university students (33 .8%) than 
SHATEC students (38.4%) rated being served promptly as very important. This was 
in line with the overall reason for their patronizing fast food restaurants (see Table 
4.15). SHATEC students ranked lack o f time higher (12.9%) than Pre-university 
students (6.4%).
In terms o f quiet eating atmosphere, more Pre-university students (34.7% and 
36.0%) than SHATEC students (24.8% and 29.8%) rated it very important and quite 
important respectively. Results for the questions on being allowed to stay indefinitely 
at restaurant and comfortable seating, two other attributes pertaining to reason and 
length o f stay at restaurant were not statistically significant.
When asked about being served with a smile, younger Pre-university students 
were less concerned than older SHATEC students. Fewer Pre-university students 
(24.4%) than SHATEC students (34.2%) rated it very important. In terms o f 
environmental attributes, differences between the two groups were also significant. 
More Pre-university students (65.8% and 27.3%) than SHATEC students (61.6% and 
23.9%) rated cleanliness o f restaurant dining area as very important and quite 
important respectively. Overall, more Pre-university students (93.1%) than SHATEC 
students (85.5%) felt that cleanliness was more important. Results for cleanliness o f 
restrooms were not statistically significant.
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In terms o f marketing attributes, fewer Pre-university students (22.9%) than 
SHATEC students (28.1%) rated type o f promotion quite important. In contrast, 
more Pre-university students (27.1% and 27.1%) than SHATEC students (10.3% and 
19.8%) rated availability o f local food flavor promotion as being very important and 
quite important respectively.
Similarly, slightly more Pre-university students (16.4%) than SHATEC 
students (15.8%) rated availability o f free refill o f coffee at breakfast as being very 
important. Although Pre-university students tended to linger longer than SHATEC 
students at fast food restaurants due to the socializing factor mentioned earlier (see 
Table 4.15), free refills o f beverages was not a common feature for fast food 
restaurants in Singapore, unlike the United States. This would imply that such a 
promotion is effective, especially to restaurant patrons that linger longer at the outlet, 
such as Pre-university students.
This finding is unexpected since the question dealt with breakfast meal period, 
when most Pre-university students would be in school. SHATEC students, whose 
classes begin later in the morning, have more time for breakfast. As such, even 
though fewer Pre-university students would be in fast food restaurants at breakfast 
time, the free coffee refill was perceived to be more important to them than SHATEC 
students. This fact was supported by the findings in Table 4.16 where more 
SHATEC students (5.2%) than Pre-university students (1.3%) chose breakfast as the 
meal they usually eat at fast food restaurants.
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The overall comparison between these two groups shows Pre-university 
students to be more concerned than SHATEC students about the importance o f 
freshness o f ingredients and nutritional value o f food, but less concerned about 
temperature and pleasing appearance o f food, and menu item variety. Similarly, they 
were less concerned about being served promptly and being served with a smile, but 
more concerned about the quiet atmosphere o f the restaurant. In terms o f marketing 
promotions, the availability o f local food flavor promotion and free refill o f coffee at 
breakfast were more important to Pre-university than SHATEC students.
In contrast, SHATEC students ate at fast food restaurants more frequently 
than Pre-university students, and were more concerned about food temperature, 
pleasing appearance, and variety o f  menu items. As older students, and being from a 
hospitality school, they were also more concerned about being served promptly and 
being served with a smile. Cleanliness of the restaurant dining area was also o f greater 
importance to them. However, they were less concerned about the various types o f 
marketing promotions.
COMPARISON BETWEEN SHATEC AND UNLV GROUPS
Demographically, there were no significant differences between SHATEC 
students and UNLV students. In terms o f behavior, Table 4.19 shows frequency o f 
patronizing fast food restaurants between the two groups. More SHATEC students 
(15.8% and 15.5%) than UNLV students (15.5% and 8.3%) ate at fast food 
restaurants less than once a month and once every three weeks respectively.
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Similarly, more SHATEC students (22.3%) than UNLV students (16.7%) ate 
at a fast food restaurant once every two weeks. In contrast, fewer SHATEC students 
(21.9% and 24.2%) than UNLV students (26.6% and 32.5%) ate at a fast food 
restaurants once every week and more than once a week respectively.
Table 4.19
How Many Times Do You Usually Eat At A Fast Food Restaurant
Categories
SHATEC 
N %
UNLV 
N %
Less than once a month 49 15.8 39 15.5
Once every 3 weeks 48 15.5 21 8.3
Once every 2 weeks 69 22.3 42 16.7
Once every week 68 21.9 67 26.6
More than once a week 75 24.2 82 32.5
Not indicated 1 0.3 1 0.4
Total 310 100.0 252 100.0
In classifying their frequencies according to the NRA (see Definitions in 
Chapter One), SHATEC students tend to be classified more as Light Users than 
UNLV students. In terms o f Medium Usage, defined as those who visit fast food 
restaurants two to four times a month, slightly more SHATEC students (44.2%) than 
UNLV students (43.3%) were considered Medium Users. In contrast, more UNLV 
students (32.5%) than SHATEC students (24.2%) were considered Heavy Users, 
defined as those who visit fast food restaurants five to ten times a month. Results did 
not indicate Very Heavy Users, defined as those with eleven or more visits a month, 
as this was not provided for in the questionnaire.
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More SHATEC students (31.9% and 41.3%) than UNLV students (25.8% 
and 31.0%) rated variety o f  menu items as very important and quite important 
respectively. Overall, more SHATEC students (73.2%) than UNLV students 
(56.7%) felt that variety o f menu items were more important. Similarly, more 
SHATEC students (27.4% and 29.0%) than UNLV students (18.7% and 21.0%) 
rated nutritional value o f food as being very important and quite important 
respectively. Overall, SHATEC students (56.5%) felt more strongly about the 
importance o f nutritional value than UNLV students (39.7%).
Fewer SHATEC students (38.4%) than UNLV students (54.8%) felt that 
being served promptly was very important. In contrast, more SHATEC students 
(36.1%) than UNLV students (29.8%) ranked this quite important. When asked 
about being served by elderly workers, fewer SHATEC students (38.1% and 10.6%) 
than UNLV students (47.6% and 18.3%) ranked this as being very unimportant and 
quite unimportant. This may indicate that SHATEC students, being Singapore and 
Asian in cultural outlook, still feel uncomfortable and are not used to being served by 
their elders. In Asian context, it is uncommon for a younger person to be served by 
an older person.
Presently, Singapore is facing a shortage o f young workers due to declining 
birth rates. Fast food restaurant companies have had to turn to alternative, non- 
traditional sources to staff their restaurants. Presently, elderly and disabled employees 
work side-by-side in fast food restaurants in Singapore. The elderly perform service 
at counters as opposed to disabled employees, who merely perform janitorial duties.
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In terms o f environment, SHATEC students ranked comfortable seating more 
(36.8%) importantly than UNLV students (23.4%). This result may be linked to one 
o f the reasons for Singapore students patronizing fast food restaurants. Table 4.15, 
previously mentioned, shows more SHATEC students (18.4%) listing socializing with 
friends than did UNLV students (5.6%). Similarly, in terms o f quiet eating 
atmosphere, more SHATEC students (24.8%) ranked this very important compared 
to UNLV students (13.9%).
In marketing promotions, fewer SHATEC students (38.4%) than UNLV 
students (54.0%) ranked value for money o f food as being very important. Similarly, 
fewer SHATEC students (27.4% and 29.0%) than UNLV students (36.1% and 
32.1%) ranked value for money o f promotion as being very important and quite 
important respectively. When asked to rank importance o f the type o f promotion, 
results for the two groups were quite similar.
Fewer SHATEC students (13.2% and 21.6%) than UNLV students (21.4% 
and 25.8%) ranked availability o f discount promotion as being very important and 
quite important respectively. Similarly, fewer SHATEC students (14.5% and 18.7%) 
than UNLV students (25.4% and 23.0%) ranked availability o f “Two-for-One” 
promotion as being very important and quite important respectively. This same trend 
continued with the question o f availability o f value meal promotion where, fewer 
SHATEC students (14.2% and 26.1%) than UNLV students (28.6% and 29.0%) 
ranked this very important and quite important respectively. In contrast, fewer 
SHATEC students (8.7% and 12.6%) than UNLV students (17.5% and 19.4%) felt
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that availability of a free gift promotion was very unimportant and quite unimportant 
respectively.
Overall comparison between SHATEC and UNLV students shows American 
students patronize fast food restaurants more frequently than SHATEC students. 
SHATEC students were also more concerned than UNLV students about menu item 
variety, nutritional value o f food, and comfortable seating in the restaurant. In 
contrast, UNLV students ranked being served promptly more importantly and were 
less concerned than SHATEC students about being served by elderly workers.
UNLV students also ranked value for money o f food and promotion, discounts and 
two-for-one promotions more importantly than SHATEC students.
COMPARISON BETWEEN SINGAPORE AND LAS VEGAS GROUPS
The third level o f comparison was performed by combining the two Singapore 
groups, consisting o f Pre-university and SHATEC students into one, against UNLV 
students. This allowed comparison between the two cities, Singapore and Las Vegas. 
Demographically, differences between the two groups were not statistically different. 
In terms o f behavior, fewer Singapore students (78.9 %) ate at fast food restaurants 
than did Las Vegas students (88.5%).
In terms o f food, fewer Singapore students (43.9%) rated temperature o f food 
as being very important compared to Las Vegas students (59.5%). While more 
Singapore students (32.2%) than Las Vegas students (26.6%) rated temperature as 
being quite important, overall, the emphasis placed on temperature o f food was lower
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for Singapore students than Las Vegas students. The combined scores for ratings of 
very important and quite important were 76.2 percent for Singapore students and 
86.1 percent for Las Vegas students.
More Singapore students (74.5%) than Las Vegas students (61.1%) rated 
freshness o f ingredients as very important, while fewer Singapore students (15 .7%) 
than Las Vegas students (27.8%) rated it quite important. Overall, Singapore 
students placed more importance (90.1%) than Las Vegas students (88.9%) on 
freshness o f ingredients, although only slightly. In terms o f menu item variety, more 
Singapore students (30.1% and 40.9%) than Las Vegas students (25.8% and 31.0%) 
rated it very important and quite important respectively. All other food attributes 
were not statistically significant.
Comparison for importance o f variety o f menu items again shows fewer 
Singapore students (28.9% and 40.7%) than Las Vegas students (32.0% and 41.3%) 
rated it very important and quite important respectively. However, more Singapore 
students (26.2%) than Las Vegas students (17.4%) felt neutral about it. In terms o f 
nutritional value o f food, more Singapore students (41.3%) than Las Vegas students 
(27.4%) rated it very important. When asked about being served by elderly workers, 
fewer Singapore students (39.5% and 12.8%) than Las Vegas students (47.6% and 
18.3%) ranked it as being very unimportant and quite unimportant respectively. This 
was in line with previous findings between SHATEC and UNLV students.
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Results for other food, service, and environmental attributes were not 
statistically significant. This may be due to combination o f the two Singapore groups. 
The only significant findings were related to marketing attributes.
Overall, fewer Singapore students (72.1%) were concerned about the 
importance o f value for money about food than Las Vegas students (85.7%).
Similarly, fewer Singapore students (24.9% and 31.7%) than Las Vegas students 
(36.1% and 32.1%) ranked value for money o f promotion as being very important 
and quite important, respectively. This same trend continued with the question o f 
availability o f discount promotion where fewer Singapore students (15.4% and 
22.8%) than Las Vegas students ranked it as being very important and quite 
important, respectively.
Also, fewer Singapore students (14.9% and 20.1%) than Las Vegas students 
(25.4% and 23.0%) rated availability o f “2-For-l” promotion as being very important 
and quite important respectively. In contrast, slightly more Singapore students 
(12.4% and 17.1%) than Las Vegas students (12.3% and 15.5%) ranked availability 
o f “Free Gift” promotion as being very important and quite important respectively.
In overall city comparison, Americans in this survey ate at fast food 
restaurants more frequently than Singaporeans. Similarly, they were more concerned 
about temperature and variety o f food, but were less concerned than Singapore 
students about freshness o f ingredients and nutritional value. American students were 
also more concerned about marketing aspects o f fast food restaurants, as they ranked
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value for money o f food and promotion, availability o f “Discount” and “2-For-l” 
promotions, higher than Singapore students.
MEANS OF 26 IMPORTANCE ATTRIBUTES
Analysis was next performed on the means o f the three groups. Those means 
pertaining to the 26 expectation o f importance attributes (Question 7A through 7Z) 
were analyzed. Table 4.20 shows ranking o f means by Pre-university respondents. 
Pre-university students ranked tastiness o f  food highest, followed by freshness of 
ingredients. These were followed by cleanliness o f restaurant dining area, cleanliness 
o f restrooms, and comfortable seating. With the exception o f availability o f  salad 
bars, all attributes relating to food and environment, were ranked more important than 
promotional attributes.
70
Table 4.20
Means o f 26 importance attributes o f Pre-Univ respondents (n = 450)
ATTRIBUTES: MEANS
Tastiness of food 4.6689h
Freshness of ingredients 4.6311
Cleanliness of restaurant dining area 4.5422
Cleanliness of restrooms 4.3089
Comfortable seating 4.2111
Value for money of food 4.0467
Nutritional value of fast food 4.033.3
Being served promptly 4.0089
Availability of “Free Refill o f Coffee at breakfast” 3.9844
Appropriate temperature of the food 3.9600
Pleasing appearance of food 3.9244
Variety of menu items 3.9244
Allowed to stay indefinitely at restaurant 3.9178
Quiet eating atmosphere 3.9178
Value for money of promotional item 3.6911
Being served with a smile 3.6467
Decor of restaurant 3.3756
Availability of “Discount” promotion 3.3378
Availability of “Value Meal” promotion 3.3067
Availability of “2 For I” promotion 3.2267
Availability of “Local Food Flavor” promotion 3.2222
Type of promotion 3.1889
Order taker who asks you if you want anything else 3.1467
Availability of “Free Gift” promotion 3.0844
Availability of salad bars 2.9889
Not wanting to be served by elderly workers 2.2911L
Himd L = Means represents Highest and Lowest score
Table 4.21 shows ranking o f  means by SHATEC respondents. In contrast to 
Pre-university students, SHATEC respondents ranked freshness o f ingredients 
highest, followed by tastiness o f food, cleanliness o f restaurant dining area, cleanliness 
o f  restrooms, and appropriate temperature o f food. Similar to Pre-university 
respondents, all attributes relating to food, except for availability o f salad bars, were 
ranked more important than promotional attributes by SHATEC students.
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Table 4.21
Means o f 26 importance attributes o f SHATEC respondents (n = 310)
ATTRIBUTES: MEANS
Freshness of ingredients 4.5065”
Tastiness of food 4.4742
Cleanliness of restaurant dining area 4.3516
Cleanliness of restrooms 4.3323
Appropriate temperature of the food 4.2226
Pleasing appearance of food 4.0516
Comfortable seating 4.0387
Being served promptly 4.0194
Value for money of food 4,0097
Variety of menu items 3.9032
Allowed to stay indefinitely at restaurant 3.8774
Being served with a smile 3.8484
Value for money of promotional item .3.7226
Quiet eating atmosphere 3.6806
Nutritional value of fast food 3.6774
Decor of restaurant .3.4.355
Availability of “Value Meal” promotion 3.3677
Type of promotion 3.3419
Order taker who asks you if you want anything else 3.3032
Availability o f “Free Refill of Coffee at breakfast” 3.2871
Availability of “Discount” promotion 3.2710
Availability of “2 For 1” promotion .3.2645
Availability of salad bars 3.1419
Availability of “Local Food Flavor” promotion 3.1.355
Availability of “Free Gift” promotion 3.0677
Not wanting to be served by elderly workers 2.3484L
Hand L = Means represents Highest and Lowest score
Table 4.22 shows ranking o f means by UNLV respondents. UNLV students 
ranked tastiness o f  food highest, followed by cleanliness o f restaurant dining area. 
These were followed by freshness of ingredients, appropriate temperature o f food, 
and being served promptly.
Unlike Pre-university and SHATEC respondents, promotional attributes were 
ranked before food attributes. This indicates that UNLV respondents placed a higher 
importance on promotional aspects o f fast food restaurants. Given the competitive
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nature o f the fast food restaurant business in the United States, coupled with the 
larger number o f fast food restaurant outlets, this outcome was expected.
Table 4.22
Means o f 26 importance attributes o f UNLV respondents <'n=252~)
ATTRIBUTES: MEANS
Tastiness of food 4.5516h
Cleanliness of restaurant dining area 4.4762
Freshness of ingredients 4.4325
Appropriate temperature of the food 4.3889
Being served promptly 4.3373
Value for money of food 4.3254
Cleanliness of restrooms 4.3214
Pleasing appearance of food 4.1587
Value for money of promotional item 3.9246
Variety of menu items .3.6905
Comfortable seating 3.6905
Availability of “Value Meal” promotion 3.6627
Being served with a smile 3.6310
Availability of “2 For 1” promotion 3,4802
Availability of “Discount” promotion 3.4048
Quiet eating atmosphere 3.3889
Allowed to stay indefinitely at restaurant 3.2302
Availability of “Local Food Flavor” promotion 3.2103
Type of promotion 3.1984
Nutritional value of fast food .3.1905
Availability of “Free Refill of Coffee at breakfast” 3.0714
Order taker who asks you if you want anything else 3.0437
Availability of salad bars 3.0357
Decor of restaurant 2.8968
Availability of “Free Gift” promotion 2.8571
Not wanting to be served by elderly workers 2.0198l
Hand l _ Means represents Highest and Lowest score
Table 4.23 shows ranking o f means o f  combined Pre-university and SHATEC 
respondents. The combined group ranked tastiness of food highest, followed by 
freshness o f ingredients. These were followed by cleanliness o f restaurant dining 
area, cleanliness o f restrooms, and comfortable seating. Given the higher percent of
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Pre-university to SHATEC respondents (450 versus 310) in this combined group, the 
rankings would logically be skewed similar to the Pre-university group.
Table 4.23
Means o f 26 importance attributes o f Pre-Univ and SHATEC respondents (n = 760)
ATTRIBUTES: MEANS
Tastiness of food 4.5895h
Freshness of ingredients 4.5803
Cleanliness of restaurant dining area 4.4645
Cleanliness of restrooms 4.3184
Comfortable seating 4.1408
Appropriate temperature of the food 4.0671
Value for money of food 4.0316
Being served promptly 4.0132
Pleasing appearance of food 3.9763
Variety of menu items 3.9158
Allowed to stay indefinitely at restaurant 3.9013
Nutritional value of fast food 3.8882
Quiet eating atmosphere 3.8211
Being served with a smile 3.7289
Value for money of promotional item 3.7039
Decor of restaurant 3.4000
Availability of “Value Meal” promotion 3.3316
Availability of “Discount” promotion 3.3105
Type of promotion 3.2513
Availability of “2 For 1” promotion 3.2421
Order taker who asks you if  you want anything else 3.2105
Availability of “Local Food Flavor” promotion 3.1868
Availability of “Free Refill of Coffee at breakfast” 3.1671
Availability of “Free Gift” promotion 3.0776
Availability of salad bars 3.0513
Not wantinc to be served bv elderlv workers 2.3145l
Hand l _  ]^eans represents Highest and Lowest score
Table 4.24 shows ranking o f means by the combined group consisting o f Pre­
university and SHATEC respondents versus the UNLV group. Both groups ranked 
tastiness o f food highest. In absolute value of means, Singapore students ranked the 
first two attributes higher (4.5895 and 4.5803) than UNLV respondents (4.5516 and
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4.4325) indicating a greater degree of importance placed by Singapore students over 
the same two attributes as UNLV students.
Table 4.24
Comparison o f means between Singapore (Pre-universitv & SHATEC) and Las 
Vegas (UNLV) respondents (n = 1.012)
ATTRIBUTES:
Singapore (n 
MEANS
= 760) 
RANK
Las Vegas (n = 252) 
MEANS RANK
Tastiness of food 4.5895 1 4.5516 1
Freshness of ingredients 4.580.1 2 4.4325 3
Cleanliness of restaurant dining area 4.4645 3 4.4762 2
Cleanliness of restrooms 4.3184 4 4.3214 7
Comfortable seating 4.1408 5 .3.6905 11
Appropriate temperature of the food 4.0671 6 4.3889 4
Value for money of food 4.0316 7 4.3254 6
Being served promptly 4.0132 8 4.337.3 5
Pleasing appearance of food 3.9763 9 4.1587 8
Variety of menu items 3.9158 10 3.6905 11
Allowed to stay indefinitely at restaurant 3.9013 11 3.2302 17
Nutritional value of fast food .3.8882 12 .3.1905 20
Quiet eating atmosphere 3.8211 13 3.3889 16
Being served with a smile 3.7289 14 3.6310 13
Value for money of promotional item 3.7039 15 3.9246 9
Decor of restaurant 3.4000 16 2.8968 24
Availability of “Value Meal” promotion 3.3316 17 3.6627 12
Availability of “Discount” promotion .3.3105 18 3.4048 15
Type of promotion 3.2513 19 3.1984 19
Availability of “2 For 1” promotion .3.2421 20 3.4802 14
Order taker who asks you if you want anything else 3.2105 21 .3.0437 22
Availability of “Local Food Flavor” promotion 3.1868 22 3.2103 18
Availability of “Free Refill of Coffee at break fast” 3.1671 23 .3.0714 21
Availability of “Free Gift” promotion 3.0776 24 2.8571 25
Availability of salad bars 3.051.3 25 3.0.357 23
Not wanting to be served bv elderlv workers 2.3145 26 2.0198 26
The means underlined represent the highest score for each group
Table 4.25 shows means o f all three groups ranked according to highest 
means o f total population o f 1,012 respondents. All respondents ranked tastiness o f
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Table 4.25
Comparison o f means between total survey respondents (n = 1.012)
ATTRIBUTES:
MEANS
TOTAL
n=l,012
MEANS
Pre-Univ
n=450
MEANS
SHATEC
n=310
MEANS
UNLV
n=252
Tastiness of food 4.58001 4.6689" 4.4742 4.5516"
Freshness of ingredients 4.5435 4.6311 4.5065 " 4.4325
Cleanliness of restaurant area 4.4674 4.5422 4.3516 4.4762
Cleanliness of restrooms 4.3192 4.3089 4.3323 4.3214
Appropriate temperature of food 4.1472 3.9600 4.2226 4.3889
Value for money of food 4.1047 4.0467 4.0097 4.3254
Being served promptly 4.0939 4.0089 4.0194 4.3373
Comfortable seating 4.0287 4.2111 4.0387 3.6905
Pleasing appearance of food 4.0217 3.9244 4.0516 4.1587
Variety of menu items 3.8597 3.9244 3.9032 3.6905
Value for money of promotional
item 3.7589 3.6911 3.7226 3.9246
Allowed to stay indefinitely
at restaurant 3.7342 3.9178 3.8774 3.2302
Nutritional value of fast food 3.7144 4.0333 3.6774 3.1905
Quiet eating atmosphere 3.7134 3.9178 3.6806 3.3889
Being served with a smile 3.7045 3.6467 3.8484 3.6310
Availability of “Value Meal”
promotion 3.4140 3.3067 3.3677 3.6627
Availability of “Discount”
promotion 3.3340 3.3378 3.2710 3.4048
Availability of “2 For 1”
promotion 3.3014 3.2267 3.2645 3.4802
Decor of restaurant 3.2747 3.3756 3.4355 2.8968
Type of promotion 3.2381 3.1889 3.3419 3.1984
Availability of “Local Food
Flavor” promotion 3.1927 3.2222 3.1355 3.2103
Order taker who asks you if
you want anything else 3.1690 3.1467 3.3032 3.0437
Availability of “Free Refill of
Coffee at breakfast” 3.1433 3.9844 3.2871 3.0714
Availability of salad bars 3.0474 2.9889 3.1419 3.0357
Availability of “Free Gift”
promotion 3.0227 3.0844 3.0677 2.8571
Not wanting to be served by
2.2411 '' 2.0198 1elderly workers 2.2911 1 2.3484 L
Hand l _ ]yjeans represents Highest and Lowest score of each category 
The means underlined represent the highest score for each group
food highest, followed by freshness o f ingredients. These placings were influenced by 
greater importance placed on these two attributes by Singapore students (see Table 
4.24). Following these two food attributes, total respondents ranked cleanliness o f 
restaurant dining area, cleanliness o f restrooms, and appropriate temperature o f food 
next in importance.
Table 4.26
Comparison o f means between total survey respondents fn = 1.012)
TOTAL Pre-Univ Shatec UNLV
Means Means Means Means
ATTRIBUTES: Rank Rank Rank Rank
Tastiness of food 1 1 2 1
Freshness of ingredients 2 2 1 3
Cleanliness of restaurant dining area 3 3 3 2
Cleanliness of restrooms 4 4 4 7
Appropriate temperature of the food 5 10 5 4
Value for money of food 6 6 9 6
Being served promptly 7 8 8 5
Comfortable seating 8 5 7 10A
Pleasing appearance of food 9 U A 6 8
Variety of menu items 10 11A 10 10A
Value for money of promotional item 11 14 13 9
Allowed to stay indefinitely at restaurant 12 12 B 11 17
Nutritional value of fast food 13 7 15 20
Quiet eating atmosphere 14 12 B 14 16
Being served with a smile 15 15 12 13
Availability of “Value Meal” promotion 16 18 17 12
Availability of “Discount” promotion 17 17 21 15
Availability of “2 For 1” promotion 18 19 22 14
Decor of restaurant 19 16 16 24
Type of promotion 20 21 18 19
Availability of “Local Food Flavor” promotion 21 20 24 18
Order taker who asks you if  you want anything else 22 22 19 22
Availability of “Free Refill of Coffee at breakfast” 23 9 20 21
Availability of salad bars 24 24 2.3 2.3
Availability of “Free Gift” promotion 25 23 25 25
Not wanting to be served by elderly workers 26 25 26 26
A/B = Represents similar values of two means in same group 
BOLD = Bold means represent the Lowest rank for each group
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Table 4.26 presents the means of all three groups ranked numerically, 
according to highest means o f the total population o f 1,012 respondents. No 
distinctive pattern was discernible, although all three groups ranked Question No. 7H, 
not wanting to be served by elderly workers, lowest.
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Additional analyses were performed to explore the specific nature of 
relationships between means o f variables o f the three groups. One-way analysis o f 
variance (ANOVA) was used to test mean variances in responses among respondents. 
ANOVA is considered appropriate (Graziano & Raulin, 1989; McDaniel & Gates, 
1991) when there is a need to test the differences between two or more independent 
samples.
Though it can be used to test differences between two means, ANOVA is 
more commonly used for hypothesis tests regarding the differences among the means 
of several independent groups. Accordingly, means o f the 26 questions (Questions 
7 A to 7Z) pertaining to the expectation o f importance o f food, service, 
environmental, and marketing attributes o f fast food restaurant operations were 
analyzed.
The purpose o f ANOVA analysis was to determine whether differences in the 
mean variances o f these responses were significant enough to accept or reject the 
hypothesis that there was no difference in customer expectations between young
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patrons o f fast food restaurants in Singapore and the United States. Only those 
results that were statistically significant were reported.
SIGNIFICANT ANOVA RESULTS
Tables 4.27 through 4.31 show the one-way ANOVA results with significant 
scores. Demographically, Table 4.27 shows that although the first two groups 
consisting o f Pre-university and SHATEC students were mostly Singaporean, there 
were some differences with regard to language background and race. Table 4.5 
reveals a higher percentage o f Malay and Indians among Pre-university students as 
compared to SHATEC students. This would impact the language backgrounds o f the 
respondents accordingly.
In terms o f behavior, Pre-university students being younger, and having 
smaller amounts o f allowance than SHATEC students would cause a significant 
difference in amount o f money spent on fast food per day. Other factors that could 
have impacted on this result could also have been frequency o f patronage o f fast food 
restaurants, and type o f meal consumed.
In comparison o f expectation attributes between Pre-university and SHATEC 
students (see Tables 4.20 and 4.21), a significant variance in freshness o f ingredients 
resulted from Pre-university students ranking it second most important (4.6311) after 
tastiness o f food (4.6689) as opposed to SHATEC students (see Table 4.22) who 
ranked it most important (4.5065) followed by tastiness o f food (4.4762).
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Table 4.27
One-way ANOVA Significant Scores @ p = < 0.05 
Between Pre-universitv and SHATEC groups (n = 760)
DEMOGRAPHIC:
• Race 0.0061
• Language background 0.0015
BEHAVIOR:
• Amount spent on fast food per day 0.0017
ATTRIBUTES:
• Freshness o f ingredients 0.0493
• Order taker who asks you if you want anything else 0.0475
• Type o f promotion 0.0370
• Availability o f “Free Refill o f Coffee” 0.0218
• Comfortable seating 0.0194
• Being served with a smile 0.0107
® Cleanliness o f restaurant dining area 0.0039
• Tastiness o f food 0.0026
• Quiet eating atmosphere 0.0023
• Appropriate temperature o f the food 0.0013
Significant variances also occurred from Pre-university students being less 
concerned about importance o f an order taker who asks you if you want anything else 
(3.1467), being served with a smile (3.6467), and appropriate temperature o f food
(3.9600). In contrast SHATEC students ranked order taker who asks you if you want 
anything else (3.3032), being served with a smile (3.8484), and appropriate 
temperature o f food (4.2226) more importantly. SHATEC students, coming from a 
vocational school in the hospitality industry would be expected to be more concerned 
about such food and service attributes.
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Significant variances occurred in different levels o f importance placed on 
availability o f free coffee refill and comfortable seating attributes. Since more 
(30.9%) Pre-university students patronized fast food restaurants for socializing 
reasons (see Table 4.15) than SHATEC students (18.4%), variances in these two 
attributes would be expected to be significant. Pre-university students ranked 
availability o f free coffee refill (3.9844) and comfortable seating (4.2111) more 
importantly than SHATEC students who ranked it 3.2871 and 4.0387 respectively.
In Table 4.28, demographic results between SHATEC and UNLV students 
show a significant difference in gender due to a higher percentage o f  females among 
SHATEC students. In terms o f behavior, higher frequencies o f Heavy User 
patronage by UNLV students combined with a significantly higher percentage o f 
dinners being eaten at fast food restaurants by UNLV resulted in significant variances 
between SHATEC and UNLV students.
In terms o f expectation attributes between SHATEC and UNLV students (see 
Tables 4.21 and 4.22), no significant variances occurred in food attributes.
Significant variances were found in service attributes where SHATEC students 
ranked being served with a smile (3.8484), and an order taker who asks you if you 
want anything else (3 .3032), more importantly than UNLV students who ranked it 
3.6310 and 3.0437 respectively. UNLV students, however, were more concerned 
(4.3373) about being served promptly than SHATEC students (4.0194).
Significant variances occurred in marketing attributes with UNLV students 
ranking four more importantly, and three less importantly, than SHATEC students.
UNLV students were more concerned about value for money o f food (4.3254 over
4.0097), value for money o f promotional item (3.9246 over 3.7226), availability of
Table 4.28
One-wav ANOVA Significant Scores (a), p = < 0.05
Between SHATEC and UNLV groups (n = 562)
DEMOGRAPHIC:
• Gender 0.0319
BEHAVIOR:
® Number o f times usually eat at fast food restaurant 0.0210
• Which meal usually eaten at fast food restaurant 0.0020
ATTRIBUTES:
•  Availability o f “Free Refill o f Coffee” 0.0437
•  Availability o f “Free Gift” promotion 0.0279
• Value for money o f promotional item 0.0224
• Availability o f “2 For 1” promotion 0.0210
• Being served with a smile 0.0177
•  Variety o f menu items 0.0174
• Not wanting to be served by elderly workers 0.0166
• Order taker who asks you if you want anything else 0.0060
•  Availability o f “Value Meal” promotion 0.0011
•  Quiet eating atmosphere 0.0010
•  Being served promptly 0.0001
• Value for money o f food 0.0001
• Comfortable seating 0.0001
“Value Meal” promotion (3.6627 over 3.3677), and availability o f “2-For-l” 
promotion (3.4802 over 3.2645). In contrast, SHATEC students were more 
concerned about variety o f menu items (3.9032 over 3.6905), availability o f “Free
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Refill o f Coffee at breakfast” promotion (3.2871 over 3.0714), and availability of 
“Free Gift” promotion (3.0677 over 2.0198).
Similarly, SHATEC students ranked environmental attributes like comfortable 
seating (4.0387 over 3.6905) and quiet eating atmosphere (3.6806 over 3.3889) more 
importantly than UNLV students. Overall, comparison o f expectation attributes 
reveals that SHATEC students were more concerned about service and environmental 
attributes. In terms o f marketing attributes, SHATEC students were less concerned 
about value for money o f food products, but more concerned about marketing 
gimmicks like free gifts. Since such marketing promotions like free gifts are not are 
common in the United States, compared to value meal and other discount 
promotions, the findings are to be expected.
Demographically, results in Table 4.29 between Pre-university and UNLV 
students are expected to be significantly different. This was due to age o f 
respondents. Pre-university students being younger would therefore have a higher 
percentage o f single students. A significantly higher number o f female students 
among Pre-university students also caused a difference in this variable. There were 
no significant differences in the means relating to behavior, which was unexpected.
In expectation attributes, comparison between Pre-university and UNLV 
students does not indicate a particular pattern. Pre-university students were more 
concerned about availability o f “Free Gift” promotion (3.0844) than UNLV students 
(2.8571), but were less concerned (3.2267) about availability o f “2-For-l” promotion 
than UNLV students (3.4802). This may be due to younger Pre-university students 
having younger siblings at home, who enjoy having their elder siblings bring home
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these gifts. Most free gift promotions o f fast food restaurants in Singapore were 
confined to toys depicting fast food characters. UNLV students, being older and 
away from home, would not have similar inclinations.
Table 4.29
One-wav ANOVA Significant Scores @ p = < 0.05 
Between Pre-universitv and UNLV groups (n = 702)
DEMOGRAPHIC:
• Gender 0.0167
• Marital status 0.0001
ATTRIBUTES:
• Availability o f “Free Gift” promotion 0.0144
• Not wanting to be served by elderly workers 0.0063
O Availability o f “2 For 1” promotion 0.0046
• Freshness o f ingredients 0.0031
• Value for money o f promotional item 0.0031
• Variety o f menu items 0.0018
• Pleasing appearance o f food 0.0013
• Value for money o f food 0.0003
Being “heavier users” o f fast food, UNLV students (see Table 4.13) were also 
more concerned (3.9246) about value for money o f promotional item than Pre­
university students (3.6911), and value for money o f food (4.3254 over 4.0467), as 
they were about availability o f “2-For-l” promotion, mentioned previously.
Results o f Table 4.30 indicated significantly more differences between 
students o f the two cities. Due to combination o f the first two groups into one,
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variances between Singaporean students and Las Vegas students were more 
prominent.
Table 4.30
One-wav ANOVA Significant Scores (a), p = < 0.05
1.0121Between Pre-universitv olus SHATEC erouos and UNLV erouo In =
DEMOGRAPHIC:
•  Marital status 0.0148
•  Gender 0.0103
BEHAVIOR:
•  Notice which media carries the most advertisements on fast food 0.0328
•  If  eaten fast food in the past two weeks 0.0007
ATTRIBUTES.
•  Order taker who asks you if you want anything else 0.0386
•  Freshness o f ingredients 0.0205
•  Pleasing appearance o f food 0.0087
•  Availability o f “Free Gift” promotion 0.0076
•  Availability o f “2 For 1” promotion 0.0028
•  Value for money o f  promotional item 0.0027
•  Variety o f menu items 0.0017
•  Not wanting to be served by elderly workers 0.0013
Demographically, more females among the largest group (N=450) o f Pre­
university students and their younger age caused a difference with UNLV students. 
In terms of behavior, the highest frequency o f patronage o f fast food restaurants 
among all three groups were by UNLV students. This resulted in a significant 
variance among this variable.
In expectation attributes, comparison between students o f both cities do not 
indicate any trend. UNLV students were more concerned about pleasing appearance
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of food (4.1587 over 3.9158), value for money o f promotional item (3.9246 over 
3.7039), and availability o f “2-For-l” promotion (3.4802 over 3.2421) than 
Singapore students.
In contrast, Singapore students were more concerned about freshness of 
ingredients (4.5803 over 4.4325) and variety o f menu items (3.9158 over 3.6905) 
than UNLV students. Similarly, they were also more concerned about order taker 
who asks you if you want anything else (3.2105 over 3.0437), availability o f “Free 
Gift” promotion (3.0776 over 2.8571), and not wanting to be served by elderly 
workers (2.3145 over 2.0198).
In the final comparison between the three groups separately, the same 
demographic differences in gender and marital status were found. However, Table 
4.31 reveals no significant differences in the behavior variables o f  the three separate 
groups.
This was partly due to differences between Pre-university and SHATEC 
students, and between SHATEC and UNLV students, being balanced out by 
similarities between Pre-university and UNLV students. Although the three groups 
may be different demographically speaking, their behavior, as far as frequency of 
patronage, reason for eating fast food, and other related aspects, were not statistically 
different.
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Table 4.31
One-way ANOVA Significant Scores @ p = < 0.05
Between Pre-universitv and SHATEC and UNLV groups (n = 1.012')
DEMOGRAPHIC:
• Gender 0.0371
• Marital status 0.0112
ATTRIBUTES:
Availability o f “Free Gift” promotion 0.0279
Availability o f “Free Refill o f Coffee” 0.0485
Order taker who asks you if you want anything else 0.0189
Cleanliness o f restaurant dining area 0.0173
Being served with a smile 0.0164
Freshness o f ingredients 0.0107
Availability o f “2 For 1” promotion 0.0105
Value for money o f promotional item 0.0103
Tastiness o f food 0.0088
Variety o f menu items 0.0070
Pleasing appearance o f food 0.0062
Not wanting to be served by elderly workers 0.0047
Value for money o f food 0.0002
Availability o f “Value Meal” promotion 0.0001
SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND FINDINGS 
Comparison between the three groups revealed several significant findings. 
Demographically, Pre-university students tended to be younger than SHATEC 
students and UNLV students. The spread o f racial groups among Pre-university 
students were greater than SHATEC students. Variances in family size among all 
three groups resulted in differences in monthly allowances. This impacted the
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variables o f amount o f money spent on food and fast food per day among all three 
groups.
In terms o f behavior, UNLV students tended to frequent fast food restaurants 
more than SHATEC and Pre-university students. Reasons for patronizing fast food 
restaurants and meals eaten among all three groups were different. Comparison by 
crosstabulations confirmed most o f the findings by description o f frequencies. 
Additional results revealed similarities and differences o f opinion regarding level of 
importance relating to food, service, environmental, and marketing attributes o f fast 
food restaurants.
No clear pattern emerged which allowed findings to be classified either by 
country o f origin, like among Singaporean students, or among SHATEC and UNLV 
students. Further test results by one-way ANOVA however, revealed that although 
demographically different, more similarities in behavior occurred between younger 
Singaporean Pre-university students and older Las Vegas students than between older 
SHATEC and UNLV students.
CH A PTER S 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOM M ENDATIONS
INTRODUCTION
The first chapter o f this study suggested that although fast food restaurants 
were quite similar throughout the world, differences in certain cultural groups may 
reveal different types o f customer perceptions with regard to certain attributes o f fast 
food restaurant operations. Chapter Two introduced reasons for success o f fast food 
restaurant chains and attributes the popularity to a similar product worldwide rather 
than similar customers worldwide. Chapter Three presented the methodology of the 
survey while Chapter Four discussed findings o f analysis whereby ANOVA tests 
revealed significant differences between the three groups.
This chapter draws conclusions from the findings and presents some 
considerations for managers o f fast food restaurant chains and researchers o f cross- 
cultural behavior in consumer psychology. It first describes conclusions that can be 
drawn from the findings. Conclusions will be drawn from findings o f the three 
separate groups and as a whole. This chapter concludes with recommendations for 
future research in this field.
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CONCLUSIONS
Overall results indicated that there exist more similarities between Pre­
university and UNLV students than between Pre-university and SHATEC students.
In terms o f fast food expenditure, the bulk o f Pre-university (30.0%) and UNLV 
(32.9%) students spend below $1.26 per day on fast food as compared to SHATEC 
students (34.2%), who spend between $3.16 to $5.00 for the same.
This conclusion was unexpected given differences between Pre-university and 
UNLV students in terms o f age, marital status, country o f residence, and type of 
educational institution. Pre-university and SHATEC students shared more similarities 
in these areas. There were however, more similarities between SHATEC and Pre­
university students in the higher fast food expenditure levels. SHATEC students were 
also the highest spenders (60.0%) in the $3.16 to $7.50 category, compared to Pre­
university (48.9%) and UNLV students (34.9%).
In terms o f usage levels however, similarities were between SHATEC and 
UNLV students. Less SHATEC (15.8%) and UNLV (15.5%) students than Pre­
university students (38.2%) were designated as Light Users. These were defined as 
those who visit fast food restaurants once a month or less. This may also indicate that 
the effects o f a shrinking fast food consumer pool in Singapore due to an aging 
population, lower birth rates and delayed marriages, was causing some concerns for 
fast food restaurant chains as their traditional younger customer base begins to shrink. 
In order to attract these customers, fast food restaurant chains in Singapore may need 
to position themselves as the outlet o f choice as their customers grow older.
In terms o f Medium Usage similarities occurred when more SHATEC 
(44.2%) and UNLV (43.3%) than Pre-university (34.9%) students indicated that they 
visited fast food restaurants two to four times a month. The above examples show 
that although Pre-university and SHATEC students share a similar cultural 
background, their behavior pattern in regard to fast food consumption was 
significantly different.
When compared to previous results o f NRA studies o f 1983, 1987, and 1991, 
the frequency pattern o f American consumers can be seen from the UNLV sample. 
Results for 1994 indicates that ranking for frequency patterns were the same, 
although in different proportions (see Table 5.1). It should also be noted that the 
overall percentage o f Medium and Heavy Users have increased proportionately. 
Increase in variance percentages for 1991 were lower at 5.0 to 6.0 percent, compared 
with 5.9 to 9.9 percent for 1994.
Table 5.1
Frequency o f patronizing fast food restaurants
Cateeorv
1983 
NRA 
n= l,011 
%
1987
NRA
n=l,008
%
1991 
NRA 
n= 1,000
%
1994
Las Vegas 
n=252 
%
Less than once a month 6.2 13.1 12.0 15.5
Once a month 11.9 10.1 13.0 8.3
Once every 2 to 3 weeks 20.7 2 17.5 3 20.0 3 16.7 3
Once every week 14.8 3 24.5 2 25.0 2 26.6 2
More than once a week 38.6 1 25.6 1 26.0 1 32.5 1
1,2,3 = Indicates ranking of highest three percentages in each sample 
Source: NRA surveys, 1983, 1987 and 1991
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The variance increase for the highest frequency category, more than once a 
week, were significantly higher in 1994 at 6.5 percent (32.5% over 26.0%) than in 
1991 at 0.4 percent (26.0% over 25.6%). This increase were due in part to a 
reduction in Light Users, from 13.0 percent in 1991 to 8.3 percent in 1994. Although 
this may indicate that more consumers were eating less frequently at fast food 
restaurants, those that did were doing so more frequently.
Although similarities among the three sample groups occurred in frequency of 
patronage, their reasons for visiting fast food restaurants were not correlated. More 
Pre-university (30.9%) and SHATEC (18.4%) students than UNLV (5.6%) students 
cited socializing with friends as the main reason for visiting fast food restaurants.
Some similarities between Pre-university (9.6%) and UNLV (11.9%) students 
occurred when they indicated that one o f the reasons was that they liked to eat out.
In contrast, only 2.9 percent o f SHATEC students gave the same reason. Less Pre­
university (7.3%) and SHATEC (8.7%) students indicated dinner as the type o f meal 
eaten at fast food restaurants. This contrast sharply with a higher score for UNLV 
students (34.1%).
Table 5.2 shows comparison o f food attributes means among the three groups. 
Overall, average means ratings for food attributes by Pre-university students were 
higher (4.1904), followed by SHATEC (4.1393) and UNLV students (4.0688). Pre­
university students also rated nutritional value o f fast food significantly higher 
(4.0333) than either SHATEC (3.6774) or UNLV students (3.1905).
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This trend was reversed for appropriate temperature o f food whereby UNLV 
students rated it higher (4.3889) than SHATEC (4.2226) and Pre-university students
(3.9600). Similarly, UNLV students felt that pleasing appearance o f food was more 
important (4.1587) than SHATEC (4.0516) and Pre-university students (3.9244).
The ratings for variety o f menu items were quite consistent among the three groups. 
This was largely due to the nature o f fast food menus being quite consistent 
worldwide.
Table 5.2
Comparison of Food Attributes means between total survey respondents
ATTRIBUTES
MEANS
Pre-Univ
n=450
MEANS
SHATEC
n=310
MEANS
UNLV
n=252
Tastiness of food 
Freshness of ingredients 
Nutritional value of fast food 
Appropriate temperature of the food 
Pleasing appearance of food 
Variety of menu items
4,6689 1 
4.6311 2 
4.0333 1
3.960010 
3.9244" 
3.9244"
4.4742 2 
4.5065 1 
3.677415 
4.2226 5 
4.0516 6 
3.903210
4.5516 1 
4.4325 3 
3.190520 
4.3889 ' 
4.1587 8 
3.690510
Average of means 4.1904 4.1393 4.0688
1,0 26 = Means ranking within each category
Bold means = Highest value among all groups for each attribute
Table 5.3 shows the means ratings comparison for environmental attributes. 
Again, Pre-university students rated these attributes higher (4.0711) on average than 
SHATEC (3.9677) and UNLV students (3.7548). All three groups felt very strongly 
about cleanliness o f restaurant dining area, ranking it second and third most important
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overall. Although both Singaporean groups rated cleanliness o f restrooms 
numerically higher, the means values were quite similar to those o f UNLV students.
Pre-university students felt that comfortable seating was more important 
(4.2111) than SHATEC (4.0387) and UNLV students (3.6905). This was in line with 
their reason for patronizing fast food restaurants for socializing reasons (see Table 
4.15). When viewed together with service attributes o f being allowed to stay 
indefinitely, the difference between Pre-university and SHATEC and UNLV students 
became more apparent.
Table 5.3
Comparison o f Environmental Attributes means between total survey respondents
ATTRIBUTES
MEANS
Pre-Univ
n=450
MEANS
SHATEC
n=310
MEANS
UNLV
n=252
Cleanliness of restaurant dining area 
Cleanliness of restrooms 
Comfortable seating 
Quiet eating atmosphere 
Decor of restaurant
4.S4223 
4.3089'* 
4.21115 
3.917812 
3.3756'6
4.35163 
4.33234
4.03871
3.68061'*
3.435516
4.47622 
4.32147 
3.690510 
3.388916 
2.89682't
Average of means 4.0711 3.9677 3.7548
1 to 26 = Means ranking within each category
Bold means = Highest value among all groups for each attribute
Table 5.4 shows Pre-university rated it higher (3.9178) compared to SHATEC 
(3.8774) and UNLV students (3.2302). Similarly, Pre-university students (4.0089) 
and SHATEC students (4.0194) were not as concerned about prompt service as 
UNLV students (4.3373).
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In terms o f service procedures, SHATEC students, being trainees o f a 
hospitality vocational center, were duly more concerned about being served with a 
smile (3.8484), and about order taker who asks if you want anything else (3.3032). 
This also resulted in their rating not wanting to be served by elderly workers higher 
(2.3484) than Pre-university (2.2911) or UNLV students (2.0198). Overall, this 
concern with service attributes were rated more important by SHATEC students 
(3.4794) than Pre-university (3.4022) and UNLV students (3.2524).
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Table 5.4
Comparison o f Service Attributes means between total survey respondents
ATTRIBUTES
MEANS
Pre-Univ
n=450
MEANS
SHATEC
n=310
MEANS
UNLV
n=252
Being served promptly 4.0089s 4.0194s 4.33735
Allowed to stay indefinitely at restaurant 3.917812 3.8774" 3.230217
Being served with a smile 3.646715 3.848412 3.631013
Order taker who asks you if you want anything else 3 .146722 3.303219 3.043 722
Not wanting to be served by elderly workers 2.291125 2.348426 2.019826
Average of means 3.4022 3.4794 3.2524
110 26 = Means ranking within each category
Bold means = Highest value among all groups for each attribute
In terms o f marketing attributes (see Table 5 .5 ), UNLV students were most 
concerned (3.4171) on average followed by Pre-university (3.4078) and finally 
SHATEC students (3.3610). Part of the reason for the second placing by Pre­
university students was due to their higher rating o f availability o f “availability o f free 
refill of coffee promotion.” Pre-university students ranked this attribute ninth overall, 
compared to SHATEC and UNLV students who ranked it twentieth and twenty-first 
overall.
If these means were to be eliminated, the “weighted average” o f the three 
groups was revised to a different order with UNLV students (3.4555), followed by 
SHATEC students (3.3692), rather than Pre-university students (3.3437). The higher 
rating for the coffee promotion was for the same reason for their patronizing fast food 
restaurants for socializing purposes.
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Table 5.5
Comparison o f Marketing Attributes means between total survey respondents
ATTRIBUTES
MEANS
Pre-Univ
n=450
MEANS
SHATEC
n=310
MEANS
UNLV
n=252
Value for money of food 4.0467 6 4.0097 9 4.3254 6
Availability of “Free Refill of Coffee” promotion 3,9844 9 3.287120 3.071421
Value for money of promotional item 3.691114 3.722613 3,9246 9
Availability of “Discount” promotion 3.337817 3.27102' 3.404815
Availability of “Value Meal” promotion 3.306718 3.367717 3.662712
Availability of “2 For 1” promotion 3.226719 3.264522 3.480214
Availability of “Local Food Flavor” promotion 3.222220 3.135524 3.210318
Type of promotion 3.188921 3.341918 3.198419
Availability of “Free Gift” promotion 3.084423 3.067725 2.857125
Availability of salad bars 2.988924 3.141923 3.03 5723
Average of means 3.4078 3.3610 3.4171
1 to 26 = Means ranking within each category
Bold means = Highest value among all groups for each attribute
In comparison between students o f Singapore and Las Vegas (see Table 5.6), 
observation o f  means revealed that many similarities existed among students. Both 
groups rated their highest means for attributes categories in the same rank order. 
Food attributes were ranked highest, followed by environmental, service, and finally 
marketing attributes. The score for highest and lowest means within each category 
were also same for all students.
Within food attributes category, both groups rated tastiness o f food highest, 
followed by freshness o f ingredients and finally appropriate temperature o f food. 
Overall, Singapore students felt stronger about food attributes than UNLV students. 
In terms o f restaurant environment, cleanliness o f  both restaurant dining area and
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restrooms were ranked very high overall by both groups. Nutritional value o f food 
was also rated much higher (3.8882) by Singapore than UNLV students (3.1905).
Table 5.6
Comparison o f means between Singapore (Pre-universitv & SHATEC) and Las
Vegas (UNLV) respondents (n =  1.012)
ATTRIBUTES:
Singapore (n = 
MEANS
 760) 
RANK
Las Vegas (n 
MEANS
= 252) 
RANK
FOOD:
Tastiness of food 4.5895 1 4.5516 1
Freshness of ingredients 4.5803 2 4.4325 3
Appropriate temperature of the food 4.0671 6 4.3889 4
Pleasing appearance of food 3.9763 9 4.1587 8
Variety of menu items 3.9158 10 3.6905 11
Nutritional value of fast food 3.8882 12 3.1905 20
ENVIRONMENT:
Cleanliness of restaurant dining area 4.4645 3 4.4762 2
Cleanliness of restrooms 4.3184 4 4.3214 7
Comfortable seating 4.1408 5 3.6905 11
Quiet eating atmosphere 3.8211 13 3.3889 16
Decor of restaurant 3.4000 16 2.8968 24
SERVICE:
Being served promptly 4.0132 8 4.3373 5
Allowed to stay indefinitely at restaurant 3.9013 11 3.2302 17
Being served with a smile 3.7289 14 3.6310 13
Order taker who asks you if you want anything else 3.2105 21 3.0437 22
Not wanting to be served by elderly workers 2.3145 26 2.0198 26
MARKETING:
Value for money of food 4.0316 7 4.3254 6
Value for money of promotional item 3.7039 15 3.9246 9
Availability of “Value Meal” promotion 3.3316 17 3.6627 12
Availability of “Discount” promotion 3.3105 18 3.4048 15
Type of promotion 3.2513 19 3.1984 19
Availability of “2 For 1” promotion 3.2421 20 3.4802 14
Availability of “Local Food Flavor” promotion 3.1868 22 3.2103 18
Availability of “Free Refill of Coffee at breakfast” 3.1671 23 3.0714 21
Availability of “Free Gift” promotion 3.0776 24 2.8571 25
Availability of salad bars 3.0513 25 3.0357 23
Bold means = Highest means value between both groups for each attribute
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In service terms, Singapore students rated them more important than UNLV 
students except for being served promptly. This was due to the relatively lower 
means value rated by Pre-university students. Differences in level o f importance 
placed on marketing aspects by the two groups was due to UNLV students placing 
more emphasis on marketing than their Singaporean counterparts. Since the United 
States has more fast food restaurants in numbers and types than Singapore, the 
amount o f marketing activities would correspondingly be higher. This would result in 
American consumers being more aware, and also more value conscious when 
comparing fast food restaurant brands.
Overall, means comparison revealed that although both groups displayed fairly 
similar levels o f importance in the way they perceived the four attributes categories, 
Singapore students felt that food, environment, and service attributes were more 
important than marketing attributes. This indicated that the basic fast food product in 
Singapore was very successful on its own without further promotion. In a relatively 
small fast food market like Singapore, limited fast food restaurant competition may 
mean a higher rate o f success for present operators.
Compared to previous studies, this survey revealed some similarities. Jeong 
(1993) found that appropriate temperature o f food, being served with a smile, and 
quiet eating atmosphere, had the greatest influence on overall customer satisfaction, 
suggesting their high importance levels. Similarly, NRA (1983) listed appropriate 
temperature o f food, in addition to cleanliness o f restaurant, tastiness o f food, being
greeted with a smile, and comfortable seating, as being high on the expectation levels 
o f customers.
Cleanliness was also a key factor in the NRA studies o f 1987 and 1991, which 
found that 59 percent and 53 percent respectively were satisfied with it. Cleanliness 
o f restaurant dining area and cleanliness o f restrooms were ranked third and fourth 
overall in importance in this study with mean values o f 4.4674 and 4.3192 
respectively.
McDonald’s popularity in this study was reaffirmed by NRA (1987) which 
found that the fast food restaurant chain was leading in brand awareness for two 
years, and that more people had eaten there than at any other fast food restaurants for 
the past four years. The popularity o f lunch was also reaffirmed by the same study 
which found that lunch was the preferred meal eaten at fast food restaurants, followed 
by dinner and breakfast.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Since the survey o f the questionnaire was conducted over several days, a 
potential bias due to time lapse between surveys may have occurred. It should be 
noted however, that the time lapse occurred between the three separate surveys o f the 
groups, rather than within each group. Combined with separate locations for the 
three groups, this would minimize potential bias due to time lapse. It is suggested 
that future researchers take this time lapse factor into consideration.
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In 1992, the NRA study on Nutrition and Restaurants: A Consumer 
Perspective (1993) employed multivariate statistical techniques such as factor 
analysis, cluster analysis, and discriminant analysis, to determine market 
segmentations. Multivariate analysis is used to refer to a group o f statistical 
procedures that simultaneously analyze multiple measurements on each individual or 
object being studied (McDaniel & Gates, 1991).
Cluster analysis would have allowed the identification o f certain subgroups o f 
individuals or items that are homogenous within subgroups and differences from other 
subgroups (McDaniel & Gates, 1991). In this study, this method could have 
identified if certain subgroups existed among either Pre-university, SHATEC, or 
UNLV students with regard to their frequency o f patronage o f fast food restaurants. 
For instance, would Light, Medium, or Heavy Users among the three groups have 
certain similarities?
Similarly, factor analysis, which permits the analyst to reduce a set o f variables 
to a smaller set o f factors or composite variables by identifying dimensions underlying 
the data, may have reduced the 26 expectation attributes to a smaller set. Combined 
with multiple discriminant analysis, group membership on the basis o f two or more 
independent variables could establish subgroups o f customers, allowing more focused 
marketing efforts.
As an analytical tool to evaluate consumer attitudes o f fast food restaurants, 
similar to this study, importance-performance analysis vis-a-vis customer satisfaction/ 
dissatisfaction is another suitable method o f exploring this subject further. As 
discrepancies between consumer’s expectations and actual performance are linked to
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customer’s satisfaction/dissatisfaction (Jeong, 1993), this disparity can be examined 
closely in order to increase desired customer satisfaction.
Future researchers may wish to explore the relationship between nutrition and 
taste among respondents. In particular, questions pertaining to foods high in fat, salt 
or sugar may be o f interest to marketers as would questions on whether consumers 
were concerned about health and nutrition or would try menu items with fruits and 
vegetables.
Although this represents a small effort in the quest for more knowledge in this 
field, it represents one of the few instances when research o f this nature was 
conducted for Singapore. The restaurant industry in Singapore shows signs o f 
maturity. Not all o f the original fast food restaurant contenders o f the early years are 
surviving today, victims o f  a variety o f management and other problems. Perhaps, 
studies such as this would pave the way for more research to be performed, similar to 
the manner in the United States, where even this subject remains under-researched 
(Jeong, 1993).
APPENDIX A
Significant ANOVA results o f comparison between Pre-University and SHATEC 
groups, SHATEC and UNLV groups, Pre-University and UNLV groups, Singapore 
and Las Vegas groups, and, Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
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ANOVA Results o f Question 12
between Pre-University and SHATEC groups
Dependent variable:
Q12. “Language”
1. English
2. Mandarin
3. Malay
4. Tamil
5. Other
variable:
Q20. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 2.7356
2. SHATEC Means = 3.4097
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
schools and SHATEC.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 41.5972 41.5972 10.1529 0.0015
Within Groups 757 3101.4858 4.0971 - -
Total 757 3143.0830 - - -
F Probability = 0.0015 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 13
between Pre-University and SHATEC groups
Dependent variable:
“Race’9
1. Chinese
2 . Malay
3. Indian
4. Other
Independent variable:
Q20. “School”
1. Pre-university Means =1.1378
2. SHATEC Means = 1.2645
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
schools and SHATEC.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 2.6877 2.6877 7.5706 0.0061
Within Groups 757 268.7458 0.3550 - -
Total 757 271.4335 - - -
F Probability = 0.0061 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 17
between Pre-University and SHATEC groups
Dependent variable:
Q 17. “Amount spent on fast food per day”
1. $2.00 and below
2. $2.05 to $5.00
3. $5.05 to $8.00
4. $8.05 to $12.00
5. Over $12.00
Independent variable:
Q20. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 2.6911
2. SHATEC Means = 2.9935
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
schools and SHATEC.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 16.7548 16.7548 9.8776 0.0017
Within Groups 757 1284.0515 1.6962 - -
Total 758 1300.8063 - - -
F Probability = 0.0017 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 17A
between Pre-University and SHATEC groups
Dependent variable:
Q7A. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Appropriate temperature o f the food?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.9600
2. SHATEC Means = 4.2226
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
schools and SHATEC.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 12.3906 12.3906 10.4414 0.0013
Within Groups 757 898.3156 1.1867 - -
Total 758 910.7062 - - -
F Probability = 0.0013 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7C
between Pre-University and SHATEC groups
Dependent variable:
Q7C. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Tastiness o f the food?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
Independent variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 4.6689
2. SHATEC Means = 4.4742
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
schools and SHATEC.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 7.0664 7.0664 9.1491 0.0026
Within Groups 757 584.6806 0.7724 - -
Total 758 591.7470 - - -
F Probability = 0.0026 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7D
between Pre-University and SHATEC groups
Dependent variable:
Q7D. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Freshness o f ingredients?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 4.6311
2. SHATEC Means = 4.5065
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
schools and SHATEC.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 2.9204 2.9204 3.8784 0.0493
Within Groups 757 570.0072 0.7530 - -
Total 758 572.9275 - - -
F Probability = 0.0493 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7G
between Pre-University and SHATEC groups
Dependent variable:
Q7G. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Beine served with a smile?'
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “School’
1.
2.
Pre-university
SHATEC
Means = 3.6467 
Means = 3.8484
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
schools and SHATEC.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 7.1818 7.1818 6.5394 0.0107
Within Groups 757 831.3637 1.0982 - -
Total 758 838.5455 - - -
F Probability = 0.0107 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7A
between Pre-University and SHATEC groups
Dependent variable:
Q7K. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Cleanliness o f restaurant dining area?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 4.5422
2. SHATEC Means = 4.3516
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
schools and SHATEC.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 6.8034 6.8034 8.3886 0.0039
Within Groups 757 613.9502 0.8110 - -
Total 758 620.7536 - - -
F Probability = 0.0039 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
I l l
ANOVA Results o f Question 7 0
between Pre-University and SHATEC groups
Dependent variable:
Q 70. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Type o f promotion?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.1889
2. SHATEC Means = 3.3419
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
schools and SHATEC.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 4.3535 4.3535 4.3674 0.0370
Within Groups 757 754.5820 0.9968 - -
Total 758 758.9354 - - -
F Probability = 0.0370 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7U
between Pre-University and SHATEC groups
Dependent variable:
Q7U. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Availability o f Free Refill o f Coffee?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.0844
2. SHATEC Means = 3.2871
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
schools and SHATEC.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 7.1177 7.1177 5.2861 0.0218
Within Groups 757 1019.2960 1.3465 - -
Total 758 1026.4137 - - -
F Probability = 0.0218 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7W
between Pre-University and SHATEC groups
Dependent variable:
Q7W. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Comfortable seating?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 4.2111
2. SHATEC Means = 4.0387
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
schools and SHATEC.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 5.4373 5.4373 5.4845 0.0194
Within Groups 757 750.4784 0.9914 - -
Total 758 755.9157 - - -
F Probability = 0.0194 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7X
between Pre-University and SHATEC groups
Dependent variable:
Q7X. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Quiet eating atmosphere?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.9178
2. SHATEC Means = 3.6806
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons of fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
schools and SHATEC.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 10.1113 10.1113 9.3701 0.0023
Within Groups 757 816.8769 1.0791 - -
Total 758 826.9881 - - -
F Probability = 0.0023 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7Z
between Pre-University and SHATEC groups
Dependent variable:
Q7Z. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Order taker who asks you if you need anything else?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.1467
2. SHATEC Means = 3.3032
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
schools and SHATEC.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 4.5469 4.5469 3.9394 0.0475
Within Groups 757 873.7245 1.1542 - -
Total 758 878.2714 - - -
F Probability = 0.0475 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 10
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q10. “Gender”
1. Male
2. Female
Independent variable:
Q20. “School”
1. SHATEC Means =1.5711
2. UNLV Means = 1.5677
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 1.1651 1.1651 4.6294 0.0319
Within Groups 757 140.9346 0.2517 - -
Total 758 142.0996 - - -
F Probability = 0.0319 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 2
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q2. “How many times do you usually eat at a fast food restaurant?”
1. Less than once a month
2. Once every 3 weeks
3. Once every 2 weeks
4. Once every week
5. More than once every week
Independent variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. SHATEC Means = 3.2355
2. UNLV Means = 3.5119
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 10.6211 10.6211 5.3546 0.0210
Within Groups 560 1110.7740 1.9835 - -
Total 561 1121.3950 - - -
F Probability = 0.0210 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results of Question 5
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q5. “Which meal do you usually eat at a fast food restaurant?”
1. Breakfast
2. Lunch
3. Dinner
4. Snack
5. Other
Independent variable:
Q20. “School”
1. SHATEC Means = 3.4032
2. UNLV Means = 2.9643
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 26.7816 26.7816 9.6680 0.0020
Within Groups 560 1551.2735 2.7701 - -
Total 561 1578.0569 - - -
F Probability = 0.0020 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7E
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7E. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Variety o f menu items?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School’
1.
2 .
SHATEC
UNLV
Means = 3.9032 
Means = 3.6905
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 6.2916 6.2916 5.6924 0.0174
Within Groups 560 618.9539 1.1053 - -
Total 561 625.2456 - - -
F Probability = 0.0174 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7F
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7F. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Being served promptly?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School"
1.
2 .
SHATEC
UNLV
Means = 4.0194 
Means = 4.3373
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 14.0519 14.0519 15.2438 0.0001
Within Groups 560 516.2132 0.9218 - -
Total 561 530.2651 - - -
F Probability = 0.0001 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7G
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7G. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Being served with a smile?'
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School"
1.
2 .
SHATEC
UNLV
Means = 3.8484 
Means = 3.6310
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 6.5718 6.5718 5.6570 0.0177
Within Groups 560 650.5528 1.1617 - -
Total 561 657.1246 - - -
F Probability = 0.0177 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7H
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7H. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Not wanting to be served by elderly workers?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. SHATEC Means = 2.3484
2. UNLV Means = 2.0198
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 15.0044 15.0044 10.0836 0.0016
Within Groups 560 833.2752 1.4880 - -
Total 561 848.2794 - - -
F Probability = 0.0016 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7M
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7M. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Value for money o f food?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. SHATEC Means = 4.0097
2. UNLV Means = 4.3254
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 13.8557 13.8577 14.8561 0.0001
Within Groups 560 522.2884 0.9327 - -
Total 561 536.1441 - - -
F Probability = 0.0001 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7N
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7N. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Value for money o f promotional item?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School’
1.
2 .
SHATEC
UNLV
Means = 3.7226 
Means = 3.9246
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 5.6732 5.6732 5.2450 0.0224
Within Groups 560 605.7094 1.0816 - -
Total 561 611.3826 - - -
F Probability = 0.0224 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance of responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7Q
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7Q. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Availability o f 2 For 1 promotion?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. SHATEC Means = 3.2645
2. UNLV Means = 3.4802
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 6.4639 6.4639 5.3610 0.0210
Within Groups 560 675.2105 1.2057 - -
Total 561 681.6744 - - -
F Probability = 0.0210 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7R
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7R. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Availability o f Value Meal promotion?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “School”
1. SHATEC Means = 3.3677
2. UNLV Means = 3.6627
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 12.0932 12.0932 10.8458 0.0011
Within Groups 560 624.4068 1.1150 - -
Total 561 636.5000 - - -
F Probability = 0.0011 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7S
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7S. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Availability o f Free Gift promotion?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School’
1.
2 .
SHATEC
UNLV
Means = 3.0677 
Means = 2.8571
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 6.1651 6.1651 4.8596 0.0279
Within Groups 560 710.4346 1.2686 - -
Total 561 716.5966 - - -
F Probability = 0.0279 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7U
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7U. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Availability o f Free Refill o f Coffee?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. SHATEC Means = 3.2871
2. UNLV Means = 3.0714
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 6.4654 6.4654 408586 0.0437
Within Groups 560 886.1627 1.5824 - -
Total 561 892.6281 - - -
F Probability = 0.0437 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7W
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7W. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Comfortable seating?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School’
1.
2 .
SHATEC
UNLV
Means = 4.0387 
Means = 3.6905
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 16.8565 16.8565 14.8564 0.0001
Within Groups 560 635.3926 1.1346 - -
Total 561 652.2491 - - -
F Probability = 0.0001 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7X
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7X. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Quiet eating atmosphere?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “School’
2 .
SHATEC
UNLV
Means = 3.6806 
Means = 3.3889
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 11.8322 11.8322 10.8753 0.0010
Within Groups 560 609.2728 1.0880 - -
Total 561 621.1050 - - -
F Probability = 0.0010 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
131
ANOVA Results o f Question 7Z
between SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7Z. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Order taker who asks you if you want anything else?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. SHATEC Means = 3.3032
2. UNLV Means = 3.0437
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f SHATEC and 
UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 9.3659 9.3659 7.6233 0.0060
Within Groups 560 688.0166 1.2286 - -
Total 561 697.3826 - - -
F Probability = 0.0060 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 10
between Pre-University and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q10. “Gender”
1. Male
2. Female
Independent variable:
Q20. “School”
1. Pre-university Means =1.5711
2. UNLV Means = 1.4762
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
and UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 1.4554 1.4554 5.7534 0.0167
Within Groups 700 177.0816 0.2530 - -
Total 701 178.5370 - - -
F Probability = 0.0167 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 11
between Pre-University and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q 11. “Gender”
1. Single
2. Married
3. Other
Independent variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 1.0067
2. UNLV Means = 1.0754
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
and UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 0.7631 0.7631 14.6154 0.0001
Within Groups 700 36.5475 0.0522 - -
Total 701 37.3105 - - -
F Probability = 0.0001 
F Probability < critical value @  alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results of Question 7B
between Pre-University and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7B. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Pleasing appearance o f food?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.9244
2. UNLV Means = 4.1587
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
and UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 8.8668 8.8668 10.3952 0.0013
Within Groups 700 597.0819 0.8530 - -
Total 701 605.9487 - - -
F Probability = 0.0013 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7D
between Pre-University and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7D. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Freshness o f ingredients?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 4.6311
2. UNLV Means = 4.4325
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
and UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 6.3696 6.3696 8.8009 0.0031
Within Groups 700 506.6176 0.7237 - -
Total 701 512.9872 - - -
F Probability = 0.0031 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7E
between Pre-University and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7E. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Variety o f menu items?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.9244
2. UNLV Means = 3.6905
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
and UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 8.8428 8.8428 9.8364 0.0018
Within Groups 700 629.2883 0.8990 - -
Total 701 638.1311 - - -
F Probability = 0.0018 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7H
between Pre-University and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7H. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Not wanting to be served by elderly workers?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 2.2911
2. UNLV Means = 2.0198
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
and UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 11.8872 11.8872 7.4980 0.0063
Within Groups 700 1109.7652 1.5854 - -
Total 701 1121.6524 - - -
F Probability = 0.0063 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance of responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7M
between Pre-University and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7M. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Value for money o f food?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 4.0467
2. UNLV Means = 4.3254
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
and UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 12.5500 12.5500 13.5292 0.0003
Within Groups 700 649.3375 0.9276 - -
Total 701 661.8875 - - -
F Probability = 0.0003 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7N
between Pre-University and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7N. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Value for money o f promotional item?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.6911
2. UNLV Means = 3.9246
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
and UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 8.8068 8.8068 8.7864 0.0031
Within Groups 700 701.6319 1.0023 - -
Total 701 710.4387 - - -
F Probability = 0.0031 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7Q
between Pre-University and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7Q. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Availability o f 2 for 1 promotion?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.2267
2. UNLV Means = 3.4802
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
and UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 10.3802 10.3802 8.0934 0.0046
Within Groups 700 897.7808 1.2825 - -
Total 701 908.1619 - - -
F Probability = 0.0046 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7S
between Pre-University and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7S. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Availability o f Free Gift promotion?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q20. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.0844
2. UNLV Means = 2.8571
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Pre-university 
and UNLV.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 8.3460 8.3460 6.0127 0.0144
Within Groups 700 971.6483 1.3881 - -
Total 701 979.9943 - - -
F Probability = 0.0144 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 10
between Singapore and Las Vegas groups
Dependent variable:
Q10. “Gender”
1. Male
2. Female
Independent variable:
Q21. “City”
1. Singapore Means = 1.5697
2. Las Vegas Means = 1.4762
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 1.6561 1.6561 6.6071 0.0103
Within Groups 1010 253.1611 0.2507 - -
Total 1011 254.8172 - - -
F Probability = 0.0103 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
143
ANOVA Results o f Question 11
between Singapore and Las Vegas groups
Dependent variable:
Q 11. “Marital Status”
1. Single
2. Married
3. Other
Independent variable:
Q21. “City”
1. Singapore Means = 1.0224
2. Las Vegas Means = 1.0754
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons of fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 0.5322 0.53225 5.9597 0.0148
Within Groups 1010 90.1872 0.0893 - -
Total 1011 90.7194 - - -
F Probability = 0.0148 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 8
between Singapore and Las Vegas groups
Dependent variable:
Q8. “Which media, besides TV and Radio, do you notice carries the most 
advertisements on fast food restaurants?”
Q21.
Hypothesis:
1. Newspapers
2. Bus panels
3. Taxi roof panels
4. Subway/Bus stations
5. Shopping centres
6. Others (specify)
variable:
“City”
1. Singapore
2. Las Vegas
Means = 3.7355 
Means = 3.3373
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 30.0117 30.0117 4.5677 0.0328
Within Groups 1010 6636.1702 6.5705 - -
Total 1011 6666.1818 - - -
F Probability = 0.0328 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7B
between Singapore and Las Vegas groups
Dependent variable:
Q7B. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Appearance o f food?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “City"
1.
2 .
Singapore 
Las Vegas
Means = 3.9763 
Means = 4.1587
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 6.2973 6.2973 6.9191 0.0087
Within Groups 1010 919.2245 0.9101 - -
Total 1011 925.5217 - - -
F Probability = 0.0087 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7D
between Singapore and Las Vegas groups
Dependent variable:
Q7D. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Freshness o f ingredients?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
Independent variable:
Q21. “City”
1. Singapore Means = 4.5803
2. Las Vegas Means = 4.4325
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 4.1298 4.1298 5.3824 0.0205
Within Groups 1010 774.9571 0.7673 - -
Total 1011 779.0870 - - -
F Probability = 0.0205 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7E
between Singapore and Las Vegas groups
Dependent variable:
Q7E. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Variety o f menu items?”
Q21.
Hypothesis:
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5.
variable:
Very important
“City”
1. Singapore
2. Las Vegas
Means = 3.9158 
Means = 3.6905
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 9.6074 9.6074 9.8968 0.0017
Within Groups 1010 980.4677 0.9708 - -
Total 1011 990.0751 - - -
F Probability = 0.0017 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7H
between Singapore and Las Vegas groups
Dependent variable:
Q7H. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Not wanting to be served elderly worker?”
Q21.
Hypothesis:
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
“City”
1. Singapore
2. Las Vegas
Means = 2.3145 
Means = 2.0198
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 16.4284 16.4284 10.4046 0.0013
Within Groups 1010 1594.7416 1.5790 - -
Total 1011 1611.1700 - - -
F Probability = 0.0013 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7N
between Singapore and Las Vegas groups
Dependent variable:
Q7N. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Value for money o f promotion?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
Independent variable:
Q21. “City”
1. Singapore Means = 3.7039
Hypothesis:
2. Las Vegas Means = 3.9246
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants of Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 9.2143 9.2143 9.0183 0.0027
Within Groups 1010 1031.9556 1.0217 - -
Total 1011 1041.1700 - - -
F Probability = 0.0027 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7Q
between Singapore and Las Vegas groups
Dependent variable:
Q7Q. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Availability o f 2 for 1 promotion?”
Q21.
Hypothesis:
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5.
variable:
Very important
“City”
1. Singapore
2. Las Vegas
Means = 3.2421 
Means = 3.4802
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 10.7246 10.7246 8.9494 0.0028
Within Groups 1010 1210.3534 1.1984 - -
Total 1011 1221.0781 - - -
F Probability = 0.0028 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7S
between Singapore and Las Vegas groups
Dependent variable:
Q7S. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Availability o f Free Gift promotion?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “City”
1. Singapore Means = 3.0776
2. Las Vegas Means = 2.8571
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 9.2004 9.2004 7.1520 0.0076
Within Groups 1010 1299.2769 1.2864 - -
Total 1011 1308.4773 - - -
F Probability = 0.0076 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results of Question 7Z
between Singapore and Las Vegas groups
Dependent variable:
Q7Z. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Order taker who asks you if you need anything else?”
Q21.
Hypothesis:
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
“City”
1. Singapore
2. Las Vegas
Means = 3.2105 
Means = 3.0437
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f  Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 1 5.2701 5.2701 4.2897 0.0386
Within Groups 1010 1240.8356 1.2286 - -
Total 1011 1246.1057 - - -
F Probability = 0.0386 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 10
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q10. “Gender”
1. Male
2. Female
Independent variable:
Q21. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 1.5711
2. SHATEC Means = 1.5677
3. UNLV Means = 1.4762
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 1.6582 0.8291 3.3045 0.0371
Within Groups 1009 253.1590 0.2509 - -
Total 1011 254.8172 - - -
F Probability = 0.0103 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 11
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q 11. “Marital Status”
1. Single
2. Married
3. Other
Independent variable:
Q21. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 1.0067
2. SHATEC Means = 1.0452
3. UNLV Means = 1.0754
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 0.8042 0.4021 4.5120 0.0112
Within Groups 1009 89.9152 0.0891 - -
Total 1011 90.7194 - - -
F Probability = 0.0112 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7B
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7B. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Pleasing appearance o f food?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.9244
2. SHATEC Means = 4.0516
3. UNLV Means = 4.1587
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 9.2656 4.6328 5.1018 0.0062
Within Groups 1009 916.2561 0.9081 - -
Total 1011 925.5217 - - -
F Probability = 0.0062 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7C
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7C. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Tastiness o f food?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 4.6689
2. SHATEC Means = 4.4742
3. UNLV Means = 4.5516
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 7.2294 3.6147 4.7534 0.0088
Within Groups 1009 767.2874 0.7064 - -
Total 1011 774.5168 - - -
F Probability = 0.0088 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7D
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7D. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Freshness o f ingredients?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 4.6311
2. SHATEC Means = 4.5065
3. UNLV Means = 4.4325
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 6.9822 3.4911 4.5623 0.0107
Within Groups 1009 772.1047 0.7652 - -
Total 1011 776.0870 - - -
F Probability = 0.0107 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7E
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7E. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Variety o f menu items?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.9244
2. SHATEC Means = 3.9032
3. UNLV Means = 3.6905
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 9.6901 4.8450 4.9864 0.0070
Within Groups 1009 980.3850 0.9716 - -
Total 1011 990.0751 - - -
F Probability = 0.0070 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance of responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7G
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7G. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Being served with a smile?'
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “School’
2 .
3.
Pre-university
SHATEC
UNLV
Means = 3.6467 
Means = 3.8484 
Means = 3.6310
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 9.2863 4.6432 4.1264 0.0164
Within Groups 1009 1135.3728 1.1252 - -
Total 1011 1144.6591 - - -
F Probability = 0.0164 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7H
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7H. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Not wanting to be served by elderly workers?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 2.2911
2. SHATEC Means = 2.3484
3. UNLV Means = 2.0198
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f  Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 17.0305 8.5153 5.3897 0.0047
Within Groups 1009 1594.1394 1.5799 - -
Total 1011 1611.1700 - - -
F Probability = 0.0047 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
161
ANOVA Results o f Question 7B
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7B. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Pleasing appearance o f food?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.9244
2. SHATEC Means = 4.0516
3. UNLV Means = 4.1587
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 9.2656 9.2656 5.1018 0.0062
Within Groups 1009 916.2561 0.9081 - -
Total 1011 925.5217 - - -
F Probability = 0.0062 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7K
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7K. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Cleanliness o f restaurant dining area?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 4.5422
2. SHATEC Means = 4.3516
3. UNLV Means = 4.4762
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 6.6948 3.3474 4.0731 0.0173
Within Groups 1009 829.2291 0.8218 - -
Total 1011 835.9239 - - -
F Probability = 0.0173 
F Probability < critical value @  alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7M
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7M. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Value for money o f food?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 4.0467
2. SHATEC Means = 4.0097
3. UNLV Means = 4.3254
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 16.5888 8.2944 8.7150 0.0002
Within Groups 1009 960.3084 0.9517 - -
Total 1011 976.8972 - - -
F Probability = 0.0002 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7N
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7N. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Value o f money o f promotion?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.6911
2. SHATEC Means = 3.7226
3. UNLV Means = 3.9246
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 9.3961 4.6981 4.5944 0.0103
Within Groups 1009 1031.7738 1.0226 - -
Total 1011 1041.1700 - - -
F Probability = 0.0103 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7Q
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7Q. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Availability o f 2 for 1 promotion?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “ School’
1.
2 .
3.
Pre-university
SHATEC
UNLV
Means = 3.2267 
Means = 3.2645 
Means = 3.4802
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 10.9876 5.4938 4.5808 0.0105
Within Groups 1009 1210.0905 1.1993 - -
Total 1011 1221.0781 - - -
F Probability = 0.0105 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7R
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7R. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Availability o f Value Meal promotion?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.3067
2. SHATEC Means = 3.3677
3. UNLV Means = 3.6627
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 21.4340 10.7170 9.3697 0.0001
Within Groups 1009 1154.0868 1.1438 - -
Total 1011 1175.5208 - - -
F Probability = 0.0001 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7S
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7S. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Availability o f Free Gift promotion?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.0844
2. SHATEC Means = 3.0677
3. UNLV Means = 2.8571
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 9.2516 4.6258 3.5925 0.0279
Within Groups 1009 1299.2257 1.2876 - -
Total 1011 1308.4773 - - -
F Probability = 0.0279 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7U
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7U. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Availability o f Free Refill o f Coffee at Breakfast promotion?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “ School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.0844
2. SHATEC Means = 3.2871
3. UNLV Means = 3.0714
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 9.2705 4.6353 3.0351 0.0485
Within Groups 1009 1540.9538 1.5272 - -
Total 1011 1550.2243 - - -
F Probability = 0.0485 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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ANOVA Results o f Question 7Z
between Pre-University and SHATEC and UNLV groups
Dependent variable:
Q7Z. “What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants 
regarding:
Order taker who asks you if you need anything else?”
1. Very unimportant
2. Quite unimportant
3. Neutral
4. Quite important
5. Very important
variable:
Q21. “School”
1. Pre-university Means = 3.1467
2. SHATEC Means = 3.3032
3. UNLV Means = 3.0437
Hypothesis:
There is no difference in the dining habits, preferences, and customer 
expectations between young patrons o f fast food restaurants o f Singapore and 
Las Vegas.
Source df
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Squares
F
Ratio
F
Probability
Between Groups 2 9.7691 4.8846 3.9864 0.0189
Within Groups 1009 1236.3366 1.2253 - -
Total 1011 1246.1057 - - -
F Probability = 0.0189 
F Probability < critical value @ alpha = 0.05
The hypothesis is rejected because there was a significant variance o f responses.
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APPENDIX B
NATIONAL RESTAURANT ASSOCIATION - QUESTIONNAIRE
CONSUMER EXPECTATION ON DINING OUT 
-SCREENER-
Hello, I’m ________from Decima Research, a survey firm located in the Washington D.C. area. We
are conducting a nationwide survey of persons 18 years of age and older to gather opinions about
restaurants
and eating out.
A. (Are you/May I speak to someone in your YES (CONTINUE. REPEAT INTRO IF
household who is ) 18 years of age or older? NEW PERSON COMES TO PHONE).... 1
NO ADULT 18+ (THANK AND 
RECORD NO).............................................2
B. In the past two weeks, have you eaten out or YES..................................................................1
had carry-out food from a restaurant or fast NO (THANK AND RECORD NO) 2
food place other than school or work cafeteria?
1. How often do you eat out at any type of SPECIFY NO. OF TIMES______________
restaurant or have carry-out food in a two DON’T KNOW............................................97
week period? (CLEAR WITH “Just Roughly.”)
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FAST FOOD RESTAURANTS
12. My next question concerns fast food restaurants, YES........................................................ 1
not at a school or place of business. By fast food NO/DON’T KNOW
we mean inexpensive restaurants that usually have (SKIP TO Q. 16).............................2
a limited menu where customers order at a counter.
In just the past two weeks, have you eaten or had 
carry-out food from a fast food restaurant, or not?
(FORCE INITIAL DON’ T KNOW)
13. When you go to fast food restaurants, what is LACK OF TIME....................................1
the main reason that you eat there rather than CONVENIENT LOCATION/DID
at home? (DO NOT READ CHOICES) NOT WANT TO COOK...................2
CELEBRATE A SPECIAL EVENT..3 
LIKE TO EAT OUT/ENJOY
GOING OUT..................................... 4
BUSINESS MEETING........................ 5
SHOPPING........................................... 6
TRAVELING........................................7
OTHER.............................................  8
(PLEASE SPECIFY)
DON’T KNOW.................................... 9
14. Which meal do you usually eat at fast food................. BREAKFAST.........................................1
restaurants? LUNCH/NOON MEAL....................... 2
DINNER/EVENING MEAL............... 3
SNACK..................................................4
OTHER______________________ ....5
(PLEASE SPECIFY/CIRCLE CODE)
DON’T KNOW.................................... 6
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15. People have different expectations about fast food restaurants. I am going to read you a list 
of features that describe restaurants in general. For each one, I would like you to rate how 
much you expect from a fast food restaurant on that particular feature. We will use a scale 
of numbers from one to five where “one” means you expect very little from a fast food 
restaurant regarding that feature and “five” means you expect very much.
IF NECESSARY:
For example, let’s say the feature is convenient location. If you expect a fast food restaurant 
to be not at all convenient, you would rate it a “1.” If you expect a fast food restaurant to be 
very convenient in location, you would rate it a “5.” If you expect the convenience of 
location of a fast food restaurant to fall somewhere between the two extremes, you would 
rate it a 2, 3 or 4.
The first/next feature i s ________ . (RATE AND READ FEATURES) On a scale from one to five,
how much do you expect from a fast food restaurant regarding________ ? (READ FEATURE)
VERY VERY DON’T
ROTATE: FEATURE_____________  LITTLE MUCH KNOW
. a. Appropriate temperature of
the food
b. Pleasing appearance of the
the food
_ c. Tastiness of food
d. Variety of menu choices
_ e. Freshness of raw ingredients
. f. Food cooked the way you ask
for it
_ g. Food garnished the way you
ask for it
. h. No wait to be served or seated
. i. Restaurant employees who greet
you with a smile
j. Restaurant employees who wear
a name tag
k. Quickness of food delivery
1. Restaurant employees who ask
if you want anything else
m. Restaurant employees who tell you
when your order will be ready
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
5 6
5 6
5 6
5 6
5 6
5 6
5 6
5 6
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ROTATE: FEATURE
VERY
LITTLE
VERY
MUCH
DON'T
KNOW
n. Restaurant employees who ask 
you if your meal was all right 1 2 3 4 5 6
o. Comfortable room temperature 1 2 3 4 5 6
P- Attractive room decorations 1 2 3 4 5 6
q. Cleanliness 1 2 3 4 5 6
r. Cleanliness of the bathrooms 1 2 3 4 5 6
s. Comfortable seating 1 2 3 4 5 6
t. Quiet eating atmosphere 1 2 3 4 5 6
u. Availability of beer and wine 1 2 3 4 5 6
V. Availability of a full bar with 
beer, wine and liquor 1 2 3 4 5 6
16. On the average, how many times a month SPECIFY NO. OF TIMES_________
do you eat at a fast food restaurant? LESS THAN ONCE A MONTH 95
NEVER................................................96
DON’T KNOW.................................. 97
Now I would like to read some statements that relate to restaurants in general. After I read each one,
please tell me whether you agree or disagree with the statements. The first/next statement i s ______
(ROTATE AND READ STATEMENTS AT Q. 17 - 32). Do you agree or disagree with the 
statement? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE) Do you agree/disagree strongly or just somewhat?
NEITHER
AGREE AGREE AGREE OR DISAG DISAG DON’T 
ROTATE: STATEMENT_________ STRNG SWHT DISAG SWHT STRNG KNOW
 17. I do not think that fast 1 2 3 4 5 6
food restaurants should 
serve alcoholic beverages.
 18. I try to go to restaurants that 1 2 3 4 5 6
serve salads and vegetables.
19. I expect the food at fast food 1 2 3 4 5 6
restaurants to be consistent 
from one visit to the next.
20. When eating at a fancy 1 2 3 4 5 6
restaurant, I expect the meal 
to be unique and special.
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NEITHER
AGREE AGREE AGREE OR DISAG DISAG DON’T
ROTATE: 
 21 .
 22 .
 23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
STATEMENT
I think fast food and family 
restaurants should 
accommodate children.
Waiters and waitresses at 1 
fancy restaurants should be 
knowledgeable about the menu 
and how the food is prepared.
STRNG SWHT DISAG 
1 2 3
SWHT STRNG KNOW
1I think that it is acceptable to 
serve alcoholic beverages in 
restaurants where children are present
I think there should be a host/ 
hostess to greet customers when 
they enter a family restaurant.
I think there should be a host/ 
hostess to greet customers when 
they enter a fancy restaurant.
A discourteous restaurant 1 
employee could keep me from 
returning to a restaurant.
It is important for a rest- 1
make its customers feel at ease, 
at ease
I think that fresh flowers 1
and live plants improve a 
restaurant’s atmosphere.
I expect fancy restaurants 1
to be flexible in preparing 
special requests.
It is important for food to 1 
look appetizing in restaurants.
I expect the food at fancy 1
restaurants to be of much 
higher quality than family 
and fast food restaurants.
I like to receive prompt 1
attention to my needs at 
a fancy restaurant.
1
1
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I have just a few more questions for statistical purposes.
33. How many wage earners are there in your household? ONE.........................................1
TWO.......................................2
THREE................................... 3
FOUR......................................4
FIVE........................................ 5
SIX OR MORE......................6
34. Is there a wife or mother in your household who works YES/FULL TIME..................1
outside of your home? (IF “YES,” ASK:) Is that full- YES/PART TIME.................. 2
time or part-time? NO............................................ 3
REFUSED..............................4
35. What is your age, please? 18 - 24..................................... 1
25 -3 4 .....................................2
35 -4 4 .....................................3
45 - 54.....................................4
55 -6 4 .....................................5
65 AND OLDER.................. 6
REFUSED..............................7
36. How many people are currently living in your household? ONE........................................ 1
TWO.......................................2
THREE....................................3
FOUR......................................4
FIVE OR MORE...................5
REFUSED..............................6
37. Which category best describes your marital status? SINGLE...................................1
Are you__________ (READ CHOICES) ? DIVORCED...........................2
SEPARATED........................ 3
WIDOWED............................4
MARRIED..............................5
REFUSED..............................6
38. Are there any children under 18 years of age living..................YES.......................................... 1
in your household? NO (SKIP TO Q.40)............. 2
REFUSED..............................3
39. Are the children over or under twelve years of age? 0 - 1 2  YEARS..........................1
(RECORD “12” IN FIRST CATEGORY. IF 13- 17  YEARS........................ 2
CHILDREN FALL IN BOTH AGE GROUPS, BOTH....................................... 3
RECORD “BOTH”) REFUSED............................... 4
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40. Just to be sure we are representing all groups in our.................WHITE.................................... 1
survey, would you describe your racial background as BLACK.................................2
white, black, or some other race? OTHER................................. 3
REFUSED..............................4
DON’T KNOW.....................5
42. Is your total annual household income over or under UNDER $9,999...................... 1
$20,000 per year? $10,000 - $14,999................... 2
$15,000-$19.999................. 3
(UNDER) Is it over or under $15,000 per year? $20,000 - $24,999................... 4
(UNDER) Is it over or under $15,000 per year? $25,000 - $29,999................... 5
$30,000 - $34,999................. 6
(OVER) Is it over or under $25,000 per year? $35,000 OR MORE................7
(OVER) Is it over or under $30,000 per year? REFUSED............................... 8
(OVER) Is it over or under $35,000 per year? DON’T KNOW...................... 9
43. And just to check, do you have any other telephone YES..........................................1
numbers in your household besides the one I reached NO/DON’T KNOW 2
you on? (IF NECESSARY, We are not interested in 
extensions, just different telephone numbers.)
been appropriately filled in and that this interview has been obtained from the individual designated.
44. What is your zip code please?
45. What is your name please? ______________________________________________
IF REFUSAL, ASK:
May I have your first name then in case my supervisor needs to verify that this interview 
actually took place?
TELEPHONE ( )____________________________________________________
AREA NUMBER
I have re-read this completed questionnaire and certify that all questions requiring answers have
INTERVIEWER DATE
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APPENDIX C 
Questionnaire A Design - Singapore version
SURVEY ON THE DINING HABITS AND PREFERENCES OF 
FAST FOOD RESTAURANT PATRONS IN SINGAPORE.
The purpose of this study is to determine the Dining Habits and Preferences of Fast Food Restaurant 
patrons in Singapore. Your responses are therefore very important to the outcome of this study.
This survey is anonymous, confidential, and voluntary.
Please be assured that all information provided by you will be kept strictly confidential. There is no 
requirement to identify yourself by name anywhere in the questionnaire.
SECTION ONE
Instructions: Put an “X” against the blank that corresponds to vour answer:
1. In the past two weeks, have you eaten at a fast food restaurant? Yes
No
2. How many times do you usually eat at a fast
food restaurant? Less than once a month
Once every 3 weeks 
Once every 2 weeks 
Once every week 
More than once every week
3. How many times do you order take-out food
from a fast food restaurant? Less than once a month
Once every 3 weeks 
Once every 2 weeks 
Once every week 
More than once every week
4. When you visit fast food restaurants, what
is the main reason that you eat there rather
than at home or elsewhere? Lack of time
Convenient location 
Like to eat out 
Near to shopping activity 
Near to place of work 
Socialize with friends 
Celebrate a special event
5. Which meal do you usually eat at a fast food restaurant Breakfast
Lunch
Dinner
Snack
Other
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A & W ___
Burger King ___
KFC ___
Long John Silver___
McDonald’s ___
Orange Julius ___
7. What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants? Below is a list of 26
factors regarding fast food restaurants. Please circle the appropriate number to the right of 
each statement, based on this scale.
very important----------- ----- 1
quite important----------
neutral---------------------
quite unimportant-------
very unimportant —|
l
------ 1
1
I
------- 1
1
1
1
--I
1
1
1
I
1
1
1
1
1
a.
1
Appropriate temperature of the food 1
1
2
1
3
1
4
1
5
b. Pleasing appearance of food 1 2 3 4 5
c. Tastiness of food 1 2 3 4 5
d. Freshness of ingredients 1 2 3 4 5
e. Variety of menu items 1 2 3 4 5
f. Being served promptly 1 2 3 4 5
g- Being served with a smile 1 2 3 4 5
h. Not wanting to be served by elderly workers 1 2 3 4 5
i. Nutritional value of fast food 1 2 3 4 5
j- Decor of restaurant 1 2 3 4 5
k. Cleanliness of restaurant dining area 1 2 3 4 5
1. Cleanliness of restrooms 1 2 3 4 5
m. Value for money of food 1 2 3 4 5
n. Value for money of promotional item 1 2 3 4 5
0. Type of promotion 1 2 3 4 5
P- Availability of “Discount” promotion 1 2 3 4 5
q- Availability of “2 For 1” promotion 1 2 3 4 5
r. Availability of “Value Meal” promotion 1 2 3 4 5
s. Availability of “Free Gift” promotion 1 2 3 4 5
t. Availability of “Local Food Flavor” promotion 1 2 3 4 5
u. Availability of “Free Coffee Refill at breakfast” 1 2 3 4 5
V. Allowed to stay indefinitely at restaurant 1 2 3 4 5
w. Comfortable seating 1 2 3 4 5
x. Quiet eating atmosphere 1 2 3 4 5
y-
z.
Availability of salad bars 1 
Order taker who asks you if you want
2 3 4 5
8.
anything else 1 2
Which media, besides TV and Radio, do you notice carries 
the most advertisements on fast food restaurants?
3
Newspaper
4 5
Bus panels 
Taxi roof panels 
MRT stations
6. From the following list, rank all the fast food restaurant 
according to your preference (Most favorite = 1 to 
Least favorite = 6)
Shopping centers 
Others specify)__
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SECTION TWO
Instructions: Put an “X” against the blank that corresponds to votir answer: 
9. Your age group:
10.
11.
Gender:
Marital Status:
12. Language background:
13. Race:
14. Educational level:
15. Number of family members including yourself:
16. Amount of your allowance/income per month:
17. Amount spent on food per day:
16 and below
17 to 19 
20 to 22 
23 to 25 
over 25
Male
Female
Single 
Married 
Other (state)
English
Mandarin
Malay
Tamil
Other (specify)
Chinese
Malay
Indian
Others (specify)
Primary
N-level
O-level
A-level
Polytechnic
Other (specify)
2 and below
3 to 4
5 to 6
6 and over
$200 and below 
$201 to $300 
$301 to $400 
$401 to $500 
over $500
$2.00 and below 
$2.05 to $5.00 
$5.05 to $8.00 
$8.05 to $12.00 
over $12.00
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18. Amount spent on fast food per day: $2.00 and below
$2.05 to $3.00 
$3.05 to $4.50 
$4.55 to $6.00 
over $6.00
19. Total family income per month: $2,000 and below
$2,001 to $3,000 
$3,001 to $5,000 _ 
$5,001 to $7,000 _ 
over $7,000
Thank you very much for your participation in this survey. Please return the survey to the surveyor.
Gerry E. S. Koh
Master of Science candidate
William F. Harrah College of Hotel Administration
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
March, 1994
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APPENDIX D 
Questionnaire B Design - Las Vegas version
SURVEY ON THE DINING HABITS AND PREFERENCES OF 
FAST FOOD RESTAURANT PATRONS IN LAS VEGAS
The purpose of this study is to compare the Dining Habits and Preferences of Fast Food Restaurant 
patrons in Singapore and Las Vegas. Your responses are therefore very important to the outcome of 
this study. This survey is anonymous, confidential, and voluntary.
Please be assured that all information provided by you will be kept strictly confidential. There is no 
requirement to identify yourself by name anywhere in the questionnaire.
SECTION ONE
Instructions: Put an “X” against the blank that corresponds to vour answer:
1. In the past two weeks, have you eaten at a fast food restaurant? Yes
No
2. How many times do you usually eat at a fast
food restaurant? Less than once a month
Once every 3 weeks 
Once every 2 weeks 
Once every week 
More than once every week
3. How many times do you order take-out
food from a fast food restaurant? Less than once a month
Once every 3 weeks 
Once every 2 weeks 
Once every week 
More than once every week
4. When you visit fast food restaurants, what
is the main reason that you eat there rather
than at home or elsewhere? Lack of time
Convenient location 
Like to eat out 
Near to shopping activity 
Near to place of work 
Socialize with friends 
Celebrate a special event
5. Which meal do you usually eat at a fast food restaurant Breakfast
Lunch
Dinner
Snack
Other
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6. From the following list, rank the 6 Fast Food Restaurant 
chains according to your preference (Most favorite = 1 to 
Least favorite = 6) A & W
Burger King 
KFC
Long John Silver’s 
McDonald’s 
Orange Julius
7. What are your expectations about eating in fast food restaurants? Below is a list of 26
factors regarding fast food restaurants. Instructions: Please circle the appropriate number to 
the right o f each statement, based on this scale.
very important----------------------------------------------------------1
quite important 1 |
neutral------------------------------------------ 1 | |
quite unimportant----------------1 | | |
very unimportant — | I I I I
a. Appropriate temperature of the food 1 2 3 4 5
b. Pleasing appearance of food 1 2 3 4 5
c. Tastiness of food 1 2 3 4 5
d. Freshness of ingredients 1 2 3 4 5
e. Varietv of menu items 1 2 3 4 5
f. Being served promptly 1 2 3 4 5
g- Being served with a smile I 2 3 4 5
h. Not wanting to be served by elderly workers 1 2 3 4 5
i. Nutritional value of fast food 1 2 3 4 5
j- Decor of restaurant 1 2 3 4 5
k. Cleanliness of restaurant dining area 1 2 3 4 5
1. Cleanliness of restrooms 1 2 3 4 5
m. Value for money of food 1 2 3 4 5
n. Value for money of promotional item 1 2 3 4 5
0. Tvtie of Dromotion 1 2 3 4 5
P Availability of “Discount” promotion 1 2 3 4 5
q- Availability of “2 For 1” promotion 1 2 3 4 5
r. Availability of “Value Meal” promotion 1 2 3 4 5
s. Availability of “Free Gift” promotion 1 2 3 4 5
t. Availability of “Specialty Food ” promotion 1 2 3 4 5
u. Availability of “Free Coffee Refill at breakfast” 1 2 3 4 5
V. Allowed to stay indefinitely at restaurant 1 2 3 4 5
w. Comfortable seating 1 2 3 4 5
X. Quiet eating atmosphere 1 2 3 4 5
y- Availability of salad bars 1 2 3 4 5
z. Order taker who asks you if you want
anvthinu else 1 2 3 4 5
8 . Which media, besides TV and radio, do you notice,
carries the most advertisements on fast food restaurants? Newspaper
Bus panels 
Taxi roof panels 
Bus stations 
Shopping centers 
Others (specify)_
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SECTION TWO
Instructions: Put an “X” against the blank that corresponds to vour answer: 
9. Your age group:
10. Gender:
11. Marital Status: 
(optional)
14. Highest educational level:
15. Number of family members including yourself:
16 and below
17 to 19 
20 to 22 
23 to 25 
over 25
Male
Female
Single 
Married 
Other (state)
High School diploma 
Associate degree 
Baccalaureate degree 
Graduate degree 
Other (specify)
2 and below
3 to 4
5 to 6
6 and over
17. Amount spent on food per day: $1.25 and below
$1.26 to $3.15 
$3.16 to $5.00 
$5.01 to $7.50 
over $7.50
18. Amount spent on fast food per day: $1.25 and below
$1.26 to $3.15 
$3.16 to $5.00 
$5.01 to $7.50 
over $7.50
19. Total family income per year: $ 15,000 and below
$15,001 to $22,500 
$22,501 to $37,500 
$37,501 to $52,500 
over $52,500
Thank you very much for your participation in this survey. Please return the survey to the surveyor.
Gerry E. S. Koh
Master of Science candidate
William F. Harrah College of Hotel Administration
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
November, 1994
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APPENDIX E
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE COVER LETTER 
November 1 to 22, 1994
Dear UNLV Student:
I am a graduate student in the William F. Harrah College o f  Hotel Administration at 
the University o f Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV). The purpose o f this survey is to 
determine your Dining Habits and Preferences o f Six Fast Food Restaurant chains. 
This study is a continuation and comparison o f a similar study conducted in Singapore 
this year.
The results o f this survey will be used for the completion o f an academic project.
Your participation in this effort is greatly appreciated. Please fill out the three pages 
o f the questionnaire and return it to the surveyor.
Thank you very much for your assistance and best wishes for your studies at UNLV. 
Sincerely,
Gerry E. S. Koh
Master o f Science candidate
William F. Harrah College o f Hotel Administration
University o f Nevada, Las Vegas
' UNIVERSITY  OF NEVADAJ-AS V EG AS '
APPENDIX F
FROM: Dr. William E. Schulze,
Research Administration
TO: Gerry Koh
DATE: 16 November 1994
RE: Status of human subject protocol entitled
"Survey on Dining Habits"
The protocol for the project referenced above has been reviewed by 
the Office of Research Administration, and it has been determined 
that it meets the criteria for exemption from full review by the 
UNLV human subjects committee. Except for any required conditions 
or modifications noted below, this protocol is approved for a 
period of one year- from the date of this notification, and work on 
the project may proceed.
Should the use of human subjects described in this protocol 
continue beyond a year from the date of this notification, it will 
be necessary to request an extension.
O ff i ce  of  R e s e a r c h  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
4 5 0 5  M a r y l a n d  P a r k w a y  •  Bo x 4 5 1 0 3 /  •  L a s  V e g a s ,  N e v a d a  8 0 1 5 4- 1 ( 3 37  
1702) 8 9 5  1 35 7  •  FAX (70?)  3 0 5  4 2 4 ?
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